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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Ir 1s unpDERsTOOD that Mr. Justice Oozens-Harpy will attend 
as Vacation Judge during the first part of the ensuing Long 
Vacation, and that Mr. Justice Daruine will take the latter part 
of the vacation. 





AtrEnTION should be drawn to the letter from Mr. Wii11AM- 
son with regard to the appointments open to solicitors in the 
Estate Duty Department of the Inland Revenue. The letter 
will be welcomed as a new departure on the part of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society. 





Tux case of Re Hope, De Cotto v. Hope, popularly known as 
has gained the distinction of 
beizg the first appeal heard before two judges of the Oourt of 
a—_ under the recent Act (62 Vict. c. 6), The Master of the 
Rolls and Romer, L.J., constituted the court. Before counsel 
for the appellants opened his case, the Master of the Rolls 
desired the respondents’ counsel to satisfy him that the necessary 
consents had been obtained and filed. Parties intending to avail 
themselves of the new Act should bear in mind that, by the 
notice issued thereunder (ante, pp. 627-628), the procuring and 
filing of the necessary consents are made a condition precedent 
to the hearing of the appeal. 





THERE Was a good omen of the common sense and freedom 
from personal vanity of the next President of the Incorporated 
Law Society in his observations at the meeting last week on the 
subject of the representation of the society on the Rule Com- 
mittee. We have pointed out that the system of representation 
by the President had this disadvantage—that no sooner had he 
made his mark on the Rule Committee than he disappeared, and 
was succeeded by a‘new man who had everything to learn. 
Moreover, as we all know, there are Presidents and Presidents 
—one year a man of ability and tact, another year a man not 
very likely to influence the Rule Committee. Although we 
believe that Mr. Mantsry belongs to the first class, and would 
be unexceptionable as a representative on the Rule Committee, 
we oes ee ee eee lent his influence to a change in the 

representation. He is certainly right in saying that the 
38 
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representative should be selected by the Council, and that the 
yearly change of representative must be prejudicial to the 
interests of the society. The representative should be 
specially selected, and should continue in office from year to 
year. 





Mr. Justice Kennepy, in his judgment in the recent case of 
Burrows v. Rhodes, raised a curious point of lunacy law. Under 
the Act of 1890 a person who receives two or more lunatics into 
his house, it not being a registered asylum or hospital, or 
licensed house, commits an indictable offence, and (see Reg. v. 
Bishop (1880, 28 W. R. 575) it affords no defence tv prove that 
the defendant honestly and on reasonable grounds believed that 
the persons whom he received were not lunatics. Suppose the 
belief had, in a case of this kind, been induced by a false and 
fraudulent misrepresentation on the part of the person who 
requested the proprietor, and authorized him, to receive the 
lunatics into his care, could he recover damages against the 
person so deceiving him? We are not aware of any English or 
American authority upon the point, but we respectfully share 
Mr. Justice Kznnzpy’s inability to see ‘‘ upon what ground of 
public policy or principle of justice” this question should be 

| answered in the negative. A similar question might arise under 

the Licensing Act, 1872 (cf. Cundy v-tr Cocg (1884, 13 Q. B.D. 

207)); and-see-atsoan express reservation of a right of action in 

iI = cases in section 28 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 
875. 





A RARE EVENT occurred at the Derby Assizes last week—namely, 
the impannelling of a jury of matrons. It is said that the court 
has discretion to reprieve a person sentenced to the death 
penalty whenever justice demands such reprieve; but this 
discretion seems never to be exercised, as the reprieve is obtained 
in @ proper case by the exercise of the Royal prerogative. There 
is, however, one case in which the court is bound to grant a 
reprieve—that is where a woman under sentence of death is 

|}, found to be pregnant. After a woman has been sentenced to 

|; death, it is usual for the clerk of the court to ask her whether 

| she has anything to say why execution shall not be awarded 
according to the judgment. If she then claims to be with child, 
the court is bound to order a jury of twelve matrons to be 
impannelied and sworn to try whether or not the convicted 
woman is quick with child. If this jury returns a verdict of 
‘* quick with child,” as was the case at Derby, the court must 
grant a reprieve until the prisoner shall have been delivered, 
or until such a time has elapsed as to shew that she could not 
have been in fact pregnant at the time of the verdict. At the 
expiration of that time the death sentence should, according tolaw, 
be carried out. Nowadays, however, public opinion would never 
allow a woman who had been reprieved in this way to be hanged 
after her delivery, and a favourable verdict of the matrons is prac- 
tically equivalent to a commutation of the death sentence. If the 
necessity for a jury of matrons arose unexpectedly, probablya good 
deal of confusion and delay would be caused, owing to the rarity of 
the situation, and the fact that (presumably) no sheriff is pro- 
vided with a list of persons eligible to serve on such a jury. In 
the recent case, however, there happened to be a large number 
of women in the court, and as soon as the prisoner had pleaded 
that she was with child, the judge ordered the doors to be 
closed and no one to be allowed to leave the court. The sheriff 
then proceeded at his leisure to impannel a jury of suitable 
persons. This procedure is rather a strange survival. One 
would think that thesimplest and best way of answering such 
& question would be for the judge himself to decide it upon 
hearing the evidence of the prison doctor or other properly 
qualified medical practitioner. Perhaps, however, it would be 
rather hard upon women, by making a chahge, to deprive them 
of the only opportunity the law gives them of taking part in the 
administration of justice. 





Tue vecision of Wirts and Lawrance, JJ., in Holliday v. 
National Telephone Co, (ante, pp. 78, 93) has been reversed by the 
Court of Appeal (the Lord Chancellor and A. L. Suirn and 








Vauenan WitiiaMs, L.JJ.). It will be remembered that @ 
main question on which the decision of the Divisional Q 
turned was whether the negligence complained of " 
casual or -collateral negligence on the part of the defendang 
contractor. The negligence consisted in the use of a defg. 
tive benzoline lamp in the operation of soldering thy 
joints of tubes carrying telephone wites under a 
with the result that an explosion tvok place and the plaintig 
was injured. The deputy county court judge held that thy 
plumber by reason of whose negligence the accident oce 
was not an independent contractor, but was the servant of th 
defendants,- and that the plaintiff was entitled to recover; thy 
Divisional Court reversed this decision and gave judgment fg 
the defendants on the ground that the plumber was an indepgy. 
dent contractor, and that the negligence was casual or collaterg] 
The decision of the county court has now been restored b 
Court of Appeal upon two grounds—first, that there was ovidenl 
that the defendants were doing the work joiatly with th 
plumber and were jointly liable; and, secondly, that the 
being done upon a nighway, it was the duty of the defendants 
to take care Hts dot 6 highway were not injured, 
The second of these grounds is of the more general importangs: 
it was relied upon by the Court of Appeal as being sufficient 
support the decision of the county court apart from the questigg 
of whether the negligence was the casual negligence of 
independent contractor. This decision affirms the principly 
that where the work done is likely to prove dangerous j 
others,-the person for whom itis done cannot shelter Hina 
from liability under the oyed an in 

0 do it for him. is principle is to be found ig 
the cases of Pickard v. Smith (10 0. B. N. 8. 470) and Parrys, 
Ashton (1 Q. B.D. 314), both of which relate to injuries caused 
to persons passing along a highway by the defective work of @ 
independent contractor, and also in Hughes v. Vercival (8 
Cas. 443) and Black v. Christchurch Finance Co. (1894, A. ©, 
which relate to injuries caused to adjoining property by the 
execution of dangerous works: see also Hardaker v. ldle Distrid 
Council (1896, 1 Q. B. 385), and Penny v. Wimbledon Distr 
Council (1898, 2 Q. B. 212), In the Zelephone Co.'s case the 
Divisional Court did not ignore this principle, but they erred ia 
considering the works in question not to be of such a dangerous 
character as to impose upon the defendants the duty of seeing 
that they were carried out without injury to the public. 











THE Two cases on the sale of heirlooms which were decided 
last Saturday illustrate very clearly the principles upon whieh 
the court will accede in such a matter to the wishes of the 
tenant for life. Under sub-section 1 of section 37 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, the power of selling chattels settled as 
heirlooms is primd facie vested in the tenant for life, but sub- 
section 3 provides that a sale shall not be made without a 
order of the court. The ultimate authority for the sale is 
therefore entrusted to the court, and it has been laid dows 
that judges ought not to attempt to ‘‘ crystallize” the discretion 
thus given to them by prescribing any definite rules with 
respect to the exercise of it: see per Curry, J., and Loni 
Esuer, M.R., in Re Earl of Radnor’s Will Trusts (45 C. D, 403) 
It is expressly provided, however, by the Settled Land 
Act that a tenant for life, im exercising any power unde 
the Act, is to have regard to the icterests of all parties 
entitled under the settlement, and similarly it is the duty 
of the court, as stated by Lord Esner in the case jus 
cited, to take all the circumstances of the family with due car 
into consideration, and to act as an honest and careful truste 
would in agreeing to the discretion which had been firs 
exercised by the tenant for life. But while the interests of the 
tenant for life are to be considered equally with the interests 
those subsequently entitled under the settlement, it is obviont 
that he comes to the court at a disadvantage if the embarrase 
ment which calls for a sale of family heirlooms is the resultal 
his own extravagance. The legitimate needs of the tenant for life 
will be taken into consideration, and, as was held in the Zarl f 
Radnor’s case, the interests of those who are earlier in the eae 
cession ara entitled to more attention than the interests of thom 
who are more remote. But this implies that the pressu® 
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gbich the saleis intended to meet is the proper outcome of the 
gircumstances of the family, and when it is the result of the 
t for life’s folly it will require something more than his 
own difficulties to induce the court to act. In the case of the 
Hope Diamond, which came before the Court of Appeal on appeal 
from the judgment of Bynyz, J., this something more was 
wanting, and the court su ported Mr. Justice Byrvz in refusing 
to sanction a sale. Lord Francis Hors had anticipated the 
reater part of his life interest, but he was still in the receipt of 
£2,000 a year, so that he was not in a position calling for relief, 
while the persons entitled in remainder were strongly opposed 
toasale. The retention of the jewel means a sacrifice of income 
to the extent of some £600 a year, but it is income which the 
tenant for life has no right to expect, and which, simply to make 
good what he has dissipated, he is not allowed to have. 





Tne casz of the Peel heirlooms resembled that of the Hope 
Diamond in the circumstance that the difficulty which called for 
a sale was the result of the extravagance of the tenant for life, 
but it differed from it in that there was an infant next re- 
mainderman, and ro provision for his education was possible 
unless a sale was effected. So far as the tenant for life was con- 
cerned, he was in a worse position than Lord Francis Horr. 
After creating charges, either on the family estates or on his 
own income, to the extent of some £180,000, he found himself 
a bankrupt with absolutely nothing to depend upon except 
guch allowance as his friends might make him. Had this, 
however, been the only circumstance, it does not appear 
that Byrnz, J., would have deemed it a ground for ex- 
tracting an income out of heirlooms in the face of the oppo- 
sition of Lord Pert, the ultimate remainderman. But the 
interests of the infant cbild of the tenant for life turned the 
scale. When he attains twenty-one he will apparently come into 
an income of about £8,000 a year, togéther with the possession 
of Drayton Manor, and, as Byrn, J., observed, it cannot be for 
his interest that his parents should be penniless. A sale of 
certain of the heirlooms was ordered, therefore, subject to a 
direction that the income of the proceeds should be applicable 
for the maintenance of Lady Pret and her son. ere is 
naturally a repugnance on the part of the court to permit of the 
disposal of the family treasures simply because of the reckless 
folly of the tenant for life, particularly perhaps when, as in the 

sent case, the family bear a historic name. But, as Mr. 
ustice Byrne put it, it was the duty of the court to face the 
situation, and to see what was actually for the benefit and 
advantage of all persons interested under the settlement, having 
regard especially to those who were earliest in it. Upon these 
lines the decision seems to have been a fair solution of the 
family difficulties. 





Tux suDGMENT of the Court of Appeal in Chandler v. Smith, 
delivered on the 14th inst., contained one of the most important 
decisions which have yet been given under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. The question at issue was whether 
a workman who, by means of an accident to which the 
Act applies, has been permanently disabled from doing a sub- 
stantial part of the work on which he was employed at the 
time of the accident is precluded from obtaining compen- 
sation under the Act if his employers continue to employ 
him at his old rate of wages. The provision of the Act 
which lends countenance to the view that he is so precluded is 
section 1 (2) (a), which enacts that the employer shall not be 
liable ‘‘in respect of any injury which does not disable the 
workman for a period of at least two weeks from earning full 
wages at the work at which he was employed.” In the case in 
question the workman was employed as foreman of the weaving 
department of a carpet manufactory; it was his duty, besides 
exercising general supervision, to do certain acts in connection 
with the machines and frames involviog considerable manual 
dexterity ; while engaged in the latter class of work his thumb 
was accidentally injured to euch an extent that it had 
to be amputated. He was only absent from work for 
short time on the day of the accident, and on subsequent 





days he merely left work for an hour at atime for the purpose 


of having his wound dressed. He was unable since the 
accident to perform the manual pcrtion of his work, but his 
employers continued him in their service to exercise supervision 
as before, and they paid him at the old rate of wages. The 
county court judge found as a fact thatthe employment at the 
old rate was not an act of grace on the part of the 
employers, but was done in performance of the contract of 
service; he therefore held that the workman had not been 
disabled for two weeks from earning full wages at the work at 
which he was employed, and that section 1 (2) (a) precluded 
him from obtaining compensation. But from the admitted facts 
it was clear that his capacity fora part of his old work had 
been permanently diminished, if not destroyed. Under these 
circumstances the Court of Appeal (A. L. Surru, Riopy, and 
Vavenan Wittiams, L.JJ.) held*that there was no evidence 
on which it could be found that the subsequent employment 
was not a matter of grace; his old employers, very rightly, 
continued to pay him the old wages for a less quantity of work, 
but it is clear that had he gone—or should he in future go—to 
other employers, he could not expect to earn the same wages, 
The appeal was therefore allowed. A difficulty, however, arose 
as to the assessment of the compensation to which the man was 
entitled : so long as he continued to receive the same wages as 
before the accident no compensation could be awarded to him 
according to the scale given in the Act; but if his 
employers reduced his wages because of his diminished 
owers of work, or if he obtained new employment at a 
ower rate, he would be entitled to receive such compensation. ~ 
In a similar case a London county court judge recently awarded 
a@ penny rd week so as to make a foundation for a future 
revision of the amount of compensation under Schedule I. (12) 
of the Act, if circumstances should justify the nominal com- 
ensation being converted into something more substantial. The 
urt of Appeal, however, in Chandler v. Smith held that the 
proper course was to make a simple declaration of liability to 
pay compensation, and to adjourn the question of its amount 
and duratio# until such time as altered circumstances should 
require that it should be settled and paid. 





A person bringing an action for personal injuries alleged to 
have boen caused by the negligence of the defendant, must, as 
a rule, in order to succeed, prove specific acts of negligence. 
There are cases, however, in which the mere fact of the injuries 
having being caused raises a presumption of negligence, and 
throws upon the defendant the burden of rebutting that 
presumption, by shewing, if possible, that the accident was due 
to some cause beyond the defendant’s control. These cases, 
which are examples of the doctrine res ipsa loquitur, are most 
often railway accidents, but the principle is most clearly set out 
in Scott v. The London Dock Co, (84 L. J. Ex. 220) in these words : 


“ Wher nder the man tof the defendant 
or_his servants, and the ent is such as ordinary 
course of thin oes no en to - 
ment of machinery and use proper care, it affords reasonable 
evitene, in the abaanataf-aepianatlo 1p The-datendant, tha 

@ accident arose from want of care.” This principle has been 


Gpplied to many cases we age injured in railway accidents 
who were unable to specify the actual negligence which caused 
the accident. The latest of these cases is Scott v. The Great 
Central Railway Co., which was tried this week at the 
Manchester Assizes. Whilst a goods train belonging to 
the defendant company, laden with timber, was being 
shunted upon a line parallel with and close to the main 
line, a waggon from some unexplained cause came off 
the rails and caused a load of heavy timber to foul the 
main line. At that moment, an express train, in which the 
plaintiff was a passenger, came along, and running into this 
timber, was completely wrecked and many persons were 
killed and injured. The plaintiff was injured and brought this 
action for damages. The company gave evidence to the effect 
that the road, the rolling stock, and everything else were in 
perfect condition, but they could give no explanation why the 
waggon left the rails. In his summing up Bicuam, J., 
thus laid down the law: ‘Where a man is a 
passepger upon a railway, and being in a carriage, is 
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smashed, it is sufficient for him to come into court and eay, 


, } was being carried undac_a_gontract by the company, and 
they promised to carry _me safely. Instead of carrying me 
a thoy Smashed me up, and That is all IT know.’ That is 
quite sufficient evidence of negligence, because in the ordinary 
course of things passengers are not smashed up if the railway 
company’s servants take proper care. Therefore it is for the 
defendants to satisfy the jury that it was not by reason of any 
negligence of theirs that the plaintiff was injured. They 
say, however, that they are net able to give any account 
at all of the real cause of the accident. The plaintiff 

ives primd facie evidence of negligence when he proves 
that he was injured in this way in a carriage of the defendants. 
Then saunas the duty of the defendants to satisfy you that the 
injuries which the plaintiff sustained were not due to any negli- 
gence on their part.”’ This, it is submitted, is not only good 
law, but sound common sense. It would be quite unreasonable 
to expect a plaintiff in every accident case to shew the cause of 
the accident, when he has often no means of finding out any- 
thing about it except from the defendants themselves. 








We wave for some time been engaged in endeavouring to 
persuade a valued contributor, particularly well qualified 
for the task, to favour us with a disquisition on ‘‘ Judges’ 
English.” Being a somewhat fastidious critic, it is believed 
that his disinclination to undertake the task arises from the 
melancholy conviction that no judge at present on the bench 
can speak or write decent English—an idea which we venture 
to think is somewhat exaggerated. But since the report which 
has appeared in the daily papers of the observations of a 
learned lord justice, we utterly despair of inducing our con- 
tributor to comply with our request. The following is the 
report of the recent utterance in a tongue hitherto unfamiliar 
on the bench : 

‘*‘ Lord Justice A. L. Smiri.—When I was a junior, old Purtsrick and 
myeelf were engaged in a case—an action on a bill—and we agreed to take 
the verdict of the majority. It turned out to be in my favour. But the 
other side appealed. The case came on before Cocksurn, and he dis- 
missed the uppeal, but told us to come round to his house in Park-lane. 
We did, and he gave us it strong and kicked us both out. But I did not 
mind, you bet. It was all right for me—for my man got off altogether.”’ 
As the language of the bench is likely to be adopted by the bar, 
we may anticipate at an early date to hear a case opened in the 
Court of Appeal as follows : 

Mr. Brianx, Q.C.—My lords, this is an appeal from cld Russexi and old 
Wuts, sitting as a Divisional Court. While I was trying to incense them 
with the facts they were continually pecking at me, and at last they gave 
it me strong and kicked me out. They came an awful cropper, as I will 
shew your lordships. They actually held—[States decision. | 

The Lord Justice.— What, did they round on you like that ? 

Mr. Buank, Q.C.—You bet. I ups and says, says I, What the blazes will 
the old Appeal blokes say to that; so I thought I’d look in and see 
whether you cottoned to that. 

In delivering judgment, the learned Lord Justice said that old Russe. 
had tackled the matter pretty well in his too-roo-roolum of a judgment, 
and the appeal must be kicked out. 


Ar xast the vexed question of whether there is a “ discon- 
formity”” between the provisional and complete specifications 
on which the famous Welch patent rests has been settled in the 
negative by the decision of the House of Lords on Tuesday in 
the case of Leicester Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre 
Co. It was litigated first, and answered in the eame way, by 
both Mr. Justice Romer and the Court of Appeal in the Lust 
London Rubber Co.’s case. Recently it came before Mr. Justice 
Wits in the Palmer Co.’s case, with the result, of course, that 
the previous decisions were followed. Now the final word has 
been spoken. 








Mr. Justice Bucknill was entertained to a complimentary dinner at 
Epsom Public Hall on the 13th inst. by his late constituents in the Epsom 
district of the Mid-Surrey Division. Mr. \V. Keswick, bis successor in 
Parliament, presided, and the company numbered about 100. Sir Thomas 
Bucknill, in reply to the toast of his health, said that, proud as he was of 
the honour conferred on him by Her Majesty, he was also very proud of 
having been chosen to represent the Epsom Division in Parliament. The 
time had come when he and his political friends in the division would 
never more meet in a political assembly. The time of political fighting for 
him had gone, and he was like the old racehorse who, tied up with rugs, 
was led about by the stable lad for an airing. That was a matter of much 
corrow to him, becavse he loved a political fight. 








THE POWERS OF A TENANT FOR LIFE UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 
: I. 
Tne recent decision in Re Mundy and Roper (47 W. R, a9. 
1899, 1 Ch. 275, 43 Soxicrrors’ Jourvat 151) has cleared » 
some doubts which had arisen on the construction of the po 
conferred on a tenant for life by the Settled Land Acte, 1892 4 
1890 ; it appears, therefore, that the present is a convenient tims 
to discuss the events in which these powers are exercieable, 

For a valid exercise of the powers conferred by these Acts @ 
a tenant for life the following facts must co-exist: (1) They 
must be a settlement (2) under which there is a tenant f» 
life (3) of land or some interest in land, and (4) there musty 
trustees of that settlement. 

First, as to the settlement.—This may consist of one or mop 
instruments under or by virtue of which ‘‘land or any egtay 
or interest in land stands for the time limited to or in try 
for any persons by way of succession”: see Re Du Ogy 
and Nettlefeld (46 W. R. 523; 1898, 2 Ch. 96) g 
Mundy and Roper (ubi supra). For example, a strict settlemey 
is a sottlement, and after a disentailing assurance and, 
resettlement, the original settlement remains a settlemay 
within the meaning of the Act, but if it is convenient for oy 
purpose we may take all three instruments as constituting th 
settlement. Where the settlement consists of several instrumegy 
it is sometimes called a ‘‘ compound settlement,” but this phray 
is perhaps rarely employed where one of the instruments 
exercises a power, such as a power to create family chargy 
contained in the original settlement, or where it is an assignment 
by the tenant for life of his life interest in consideration ¢ 
marriage, or by way of family arrangement: Re Du Cane ad 
Nettlefold (ubi supra). 

It was at one time considered that the words “by way @ 
succession ”’ only referred to successive limitations of freehold 
estates, but this view is erroneous, for leasehold Iai 
may be the subject of the settlement, and it was decided in& 
Mundy and Roper that the mere existence of a jointure or portion 
charged on land and payable on the death of a person constituiy 
a settlement, and it will probably be held conversely that a man 
charge on the fee simple of portions in favour of infants if thy 
attain twenty-one causes the land to be settled. 

Secondly, as to the tenant for life—The tenant for life is defindd 
(Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 2 (5)) as the person who is forth 
time being under a settlement beneficialiy entitled to possession 
of settled land for his life. It will be observed that this defig. 
tion includes equitable as well as legal tenants for life. Th 
important point to remember is that he must be entitled i 
possession, where the word ‘ possession” is used in cont 
distinction to remainder or reversion; the tenant for lifes 
considered as entitled “in possession,” notwithstanding thats 
mortgagee of the fee has gone into possession. ; 

The Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 58, provides that certain othe 
persons, the most important of whom is a tenant in tail, “ whe 
the estate or interest of each of them is in possessivp,” shall 
have the powers of a tenant for life. 

The powers of the tenant for life are incapable of 
destroyed, or, as stated in Re Mundy and Roper, they are a 
to his person, not to his estate. It follows that no dealings 
the remainderman with his estate can prevent the tenant 
life from exercising his powers: Wheelwright v. Walker 
Ch. D., at P. 759), Rte Knowles (27 Ch. D. 707). But whered 
tenant for life assigns or charges his estate for value, he mo 





















































exercise his powers, except in certain cases the power of 1 
so as to prejudice the assignee without his consent: 
Land Act, 1882, s. 50. But a@ person claiming under an asi 
ment or charge made by a tenant for life of his estate 
consideration of marriage or as part or hy way of any fa 
arrangement not being a security for payment of mou 
advanced” is not an assignee for value within the sectidt 
Settled Land Act, 1890, 8.4; Re Du Cane and Netilefold (18% 
2 Ch. 96). 
As an example, let us consider the common case where a tendll 
for life under a strict settlement exercises on his marriage 
of charging a jointure and portions and charges his life estate 
pin-money, he remains able to exercise his powers without thee™ 
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sent of any other person; but, on the other hand, if he mortgages 
his life interest the consent of the mortgagee is required to the 
exercise of any of those powers except the power of leasing: 
see Re Bedingfield (1893, 2 Ch. 382). If his eldest son on coming 
of age disentails and resettles his remainder, and the estate of 
the tenant for life is not dealt with, or if the old estate of the 
tenant for life is expressly restored to him, the tenant for life 
can still exercise the statutory powers conferred on him by the 
original settlement, and according to the reasoning in Re Mundy 
and Roper, he can exercise them notwithstanding that he takes a 
new life estate (see Wolstenholme ©. and 8. L. Acts, at p. 305), 
though in Ze Mumdy and Roper, where the latter case occurred, 
the three deeds were considered as constituting a compound 
settlement, and trustees of that settlement were appointed so as 
to enable the tenant for life to exercise the powers conferred on 
him by that settlement. 

It follows from the reasoning in Re Mundy and Roper that, as 
a general rule, where a person is tenant for life, or has the 

owers of a tensnt for life, under the earliest of all the instru- 
ments constituting a compound settlement, the exercise by him 
of the statutory powers conferred on him by that instrument 
will override all the interests created by the subsequent instru- 
ments forming part of the compound settlement, so that it will 
not be necessary to have trustees of the compound settlement 
appointed for the purpose of enabling him to exercise the 
statutory powers conferred on him by it, though the court may, 
jn proper cases, make the appointment: Re Tibbits (1897, 2 Ch. 
149). But, on the other hand, if he is tenant for life, or has 
the powers of a tenant for life, under the latest of the instru- 
ments constituting the compound settlement, it will be necessary 
to have trustees of that settlement — in order to enable 
him to override, by an exercise of his statutory powers, the 
interests created by the earlier instruments constituting the 
compound settlement. 

Tenant for life acquiring the fee——-The question, which is not 
without difficulty, arises, What is the position of a tenant for life, 
or person having the powers of a tenant for life, whose estate 
becomes a fee simple? ‘This may occur in the case of a tenant 
for life owing to bis acquiring the fee simple and thus causing a 
merger of his life estate. In this case if any jointure or portions 
remain charged under the settlement and payable on his death, 
the land remains settled notwithstanding the merger of the life 
estate, and, according to the reasoning in Re Mundy and Roper, 
the tenant for life whose estate has merged can exercise lis 
powers, but if no jointure or portions remain charged, the land 
ceases to be settled and he cannot exercise the statutory 
powers, though he can deal with the land as owner in fee 
simple, 

Effect of disentailing assurance.—If a son becomes entitled to an 
estate tail in possession on his father’s death, he can exercise the 
statutory powers, and, according to the reasoning in Re Mundy 
and Roper, he can exercise them notwithstanding that he 
subsequently acquires the fee simple by a disentailing assurance, 
80 as to override family charges arising under the original settle- 
ment, but not actually raised. If he resettles the land, probably 
his powers under the original settlement remain exercisable, 
for it must be remembered that the resettlement will be made 
in all probability either on marriage or by way of family 
arrangement, or it will be a voluntary assurance, in either of 
which cases the exercise of the powers conferred on him by the 
original settlement will overreach the estates created by the 
resettlement ; but perhaps it may be safer till a decision on the 
question has been obtained to have trustees appointed of the 
compound settlement consisting of the original settlement, the 

isentailing assurance, and the resettlement, and for him to 
exercise the powers conferred on him as tenant for life under 
the compound settlement. 

If, however, a tenant in tail disentails during the lifetime of 
the tenant for life, he never becomes entitled to exercise the 
statutory powers conferred by the original settlement, and so 
long as he remains tenant in fee simple there is no person who can 
exercise the statutory powers of a tenant for life so as to override 
family charges under the settlement; if he resettles the land, 
taking the first life estate, and if trustees are grees of the 
compound settlement—consisting of the original settlement, the 


those charges by an exercise of his powers as tenant for life of 
= aes settlement: Re Ailesbury and Iveagh (1893, 2 Oh. 
45), 
(Zo be continued.) 


an 
THE LONDON GOVERNMENT ACT, 1899. 


Arrention was called in these columns (ante, p. 311) to the 
leading provisions of this measure shortly after its iatroduc- 
tion. It received the Royal Assent on the 13th inst., after a 
comparatively easy passage through Parliament. Its main 
features are unaltered. The points which gave rise to the most 
serious contention related to the exclusion of the City of 
London from the purview of the Act, to the relations 
between the London County Council and the new boroughs, 
and to the eligibility of women for office. As to the od 
the provisions of the original Bill have been retained, wit 
the result that the City is practically unaffected by it; the 
clauses dealing with the transfer of powers and duties from the 
county council have, as will be seen, undergone considerable 
modification, and the question of the eligibility of women 
has been settled adversely to the contentions of the 
supporters of their claims, It is proposed in the present 
article to notice some of the chief points of difference 
between the Bill as introduced and the completed measure. 

Ooe of the most important amendments occurs in the first. 
section. It will be remembered that the Bill, as originally intro- 
duced, specified a few only of the arsas which were to be 
formed into boroughs, and left it to the discretion of the 
Privy Oouncil to divide the rest of the Metropvlis as it 
thought fit, subject to certain restrictions as to rateable 
value and population. This is now altered; twenty-eight 
existing areas (specified ia the first schedule to the Act), 
are to be boroughs, subject to such alterations ani adjust- 
ments of beundaries as the Privy Council may fiad expedient 
for simplification or convenience of administration. The 
Orders in Council actually forming the boroughs are required to 
be laid before Parliament and may be rendered inoperative by 
an address from either House. The specified areas consist of 
existing parishes and districts, or combinations of parishes or 
districts, and of certain Parliamentary boroughs and divisions. 
The important borough of Westminster remains as described in 
the original Bill, except that its area is further defined to 
include ‘‘ the close of the collegiate church of St. Peter, West- 
minster, and the Liberty of the Rolls.” Woolwich, which 
at present stands in an anomalous position (being for come 
purposes a part of the Metropolis and for others an urban 
district under the Public Health Acts, 18 & 19 Vict. co, 238, 
54 & 55 Vict. c. 76, 6. 102), is to be a borough and is to be 
brought definitely within the Metropolis by means of a scheme 
under the Act; and a part of South Hornsey (now within the 
county of Middlesex) is to be joined with Stoke Newington 
into one borough and incorporated into the County of London. 
Both the Temples are to be deemed to be within the City, and 
special provision is made for detaching Kensington Palace from 
Westminster and including it in Kensington. - The original 
provisions of the Bill applying to the borough councils the 
existing law relating to the constitution and election of London 
vestries remain practically unaltered, except for the precise 
enactment—the subject of so much discussion in both Houses 
of Parliament—that “no woman shall be eligible” for 
the office of mayor, alderman, or councillor (section 2 (1) ). 
The policy of the Act differs in this respect from that of the 
od Government Act, 1894, which expressly enabled women 
(married or single) to be elected to boards of guardians, urban 
and rural district councils, and London vestries (see sections 
20 (2), 23 (2), 24 (3), and 31 (1) of that Act). 

Several alterations have found their way into the Act with 
regard to the relations between the new borough councils and the 
London County Council. Amongst them may be noticed the new 

rovisions as to the sanction required for borrowing by the 
| Smee ws and as to the interc’ and transference of powers 
between them and the central authority. The original Bill sub- 
stituted the sanction of the Local Government Board for that of 
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London vestry ; under the Act (section 4 (1) ) the sanction of the 
county council is to remain, but subject to an appeal to the Local 
Government Board in cases where the county authority refuse 
their sanction or attach conditions to it. The sweeping power 
proposed to be given to the Privy Council of practically re- 
modelling the London Building Act and distributing at 
their discretion the powers exercisable under it between the 
county and the borough councils has disappeared; certaia 
specified powers under that Act are, however, conferred (as in 
the Bill) on the new councils either in substitution for or conjointly 
with the county council. The old clauses as to transfer of 
powers from the county to the borough authority have given place 
to a provision enabling the Local Government Board by pro- 
visional order (requiring, of course, confirmation by Parliament) 
to transfer powers of the county council to all the borough 
councils and of the borough councils to the county council, but 
only on the application of the county council and of a majority 
of the borough councils. These amendments bear traces of 
compromise, but (as is not often the case with Parliamentary 
compromises) they are improvements from the lawyer’s point 
of view ; the enactments are clearer and less is left to be effected 
by departmental legislation. 


One or two details as to the proceedings and powers of the 
borough councils and as to the position of their chief officer 
deserve a passing notice. Regulations as to finance have been 
added : each council must appoint a finance committee, and an 
order for payment by the council requires to be signed by three 
members of that committee and to be countersigned by the clerk 
—these requirements are to the like effect as those which apply to 
county councils under the Local Government Act, 1888, The 
accounts of the councils are to be audited by district 
auditors appointed by the Local Government Board (section 
14); in this respect the new bodies are placed on the 
same footing as county and district councils. The system 
of elective auditors for London parishes (18 & 19 Vict. c. 
120, s. 11, and Local Government Act, 1894, s. 31 (1) ) is thus 
abolished. A power to alienate land is given to the new councils, 


but it is not to extend to recreation grounds and open spaces dedi- 
cated to the public: sections 6 (5), 32. The important power of the 
councils to promote and oppose Bills in Parliament (subject to the 
restrictions imposed by the Borough Funds Act, 1872) remains as 


in the original Bill. A new section (24) relating to mayors as 
justices of the peace is of some interest. These ex officio justices 
are to act for the County of London, and the fact that the mayor 
is a solicitor practising in the County or City of London is not to 
b2 a disqualification. This provision prevents the application of 
34 Vict. c. 18, which disqualifies a solicitor for being a justice 
of a county in which he practises ; a mayor solicitor is not, how- 
ever, to practise before his fellow justices of the County of 
London—a very reasonable restriction. 


The original provisions as to the levying of one general rate 
to meet the expenses of the borough councils remain practically 
unchanged ; the details are to be settled by a scheme under the 
Act (section 10). As to overseersa modification has been introduced ; 
the borough councils are themselves to act as overseers, but the 
duties of overseers as to preparing lists of electors and jurymen 
and signing documents will devolve upon the town clerks 
(section 11); and an Order in Council is to adapt the enact- 
ments relating to the registration of electors to the altered 
conditions (section 27), 

Although, as has been seen, the areas of the new boroughs 
are approximately defined by the Act itself, a vast amount of 
detail is left to be dealt with by schemes and orders: these 
will fix precisely the boundaries of the boroughs and their 
wards, and name the boroughs and fix the numbers of 
aldermen and councillors; the number of the latter is to be 
divisible by three, and the number of aldermen is to be one- 
sixth of the councillors, and the whole number of aldermen and 
councillors for each borough is not to exceed 70. Besides these 
and other matters specified by the Act, the orders and schemes 
are to provide for any of the matters (except police) which may 
be dealt with bya scheme under Part XI. of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882, on the formation of a new borough; 
may repeal local Acts (except the London Building Act), 
and may make any adjustments required for carrying out 
the provisions of the Act and “ preventing any injustice with 


respect to the incidence of any rate or the discharge of 
liability or otherwise.” Possibly this wide power may enablg 
provision to be made by scheme for adapting the “ adopting 
Acts” (as to libraries, baths and washhouses, and burial. 
grounds) so as to bring them into harmony with the Londo, 
Government Act, which makes the borough councils the 
authorities to administer these Acts but does not make any of 
the amendments in the adoptive Acts which this ¢ 
renders expedient. The serious task of preparing schemes and 
orders for these and other purposes will devolve on the three com. 
missioners who have been appointed for the purpose—Sir Hugg 
Owen, K.C.B., late Permanent Secretary of the Local Government 
Board ; Sir Samvet G. Jonnson, Town Clerk of Nottiogham; ang 
Mr. A. T. Lawrence, Q.C. The orders and schemes are thes 
to be settled by a special committee of the Privy Council, and 
drafts have to be laid before both Houses of Parliament, ag 
already pointed out. The committee are also empowered t 
employ other assistance, and all expenses incurred by the com. 
mittee (as certified by the Treasury) are to be paid by the 
London County Council out of the county fund (section 15), 
It is evidently intended that local inquiries should be held for 
the purpose of enabling the orders and schemes to be prepared, 
and the commissioners are accordingly invested with the power 
of inspectors of the Local Goverament Board. As the Act con. 
templates the holding of the first elections of borough councillom 
on the 1st of November, 1900 (section 3 (1)), it is clear that the 
orders and schemes must be laid before Parliament in the course 
of next year’s session so as to allow of their coming iuto fore 
in time for the first elections. 

A new clause (23) deals with ecclesiastical interests and 

roperty and with charities : this elause is not free from obscurity, 
put its general effec: seems to be (1) to vest charitable 
property (where the charity is not ‘‘ecclesiastical’’) in the 
borough councils; (2) to enable schemes to be made for 
transferring any powers and duties of a London vestry as 
to “ affairs of the church” in “the inhabitants of some parish 
or ecclesiastical district,” and for vestiog any interest of a 
vestry in “‘church property ” in incumbents and church wardens; 
(3) to vest any non-ecclesiastical property which is now vested 
in overseers (with or without churchwardens) ian the borough 
councils; (4) to provide for the substitution (by scheme) of 
nominees of the borough council for overseers as trustes 
of any charity; (5) to give the Charity Commissionen 
similar powers to those which they have under the Local 
Government Act, 1894; and (6) to save rights to the 
benefit of a charity, and to preserve intact ‘‘ the deficed 
charitable purposes (if any) to which any ae is by law 
applicable at the passing of this Act.” It will perhaps be ia 
regard to questions arising on this clause that advastage will be 
most largely taken of the opportunity given by another new 
clause (24) of having doubts as to the transfer of powers resolved 
in a summary manner by the High Court ; similar provisionsi# 
the’ Local Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, have been founl 
useful. : 

On the whole the amendments to the measure appear to be 
improvements ; the objections, based on the extent to which the 
method of legislation by reference is employed, remain, and the 
smooth working of the measure still depends to a large extent 
on the way in which the work of the Privy Council and th 
commissioners is carried out. No excaption can be taken to the 
selection of the commissioners, and their appointment is of good 
augury for the success of the Act. 








An Order in Council has been made under the London Government At 
1899, as follows: Whereas by the London Government Act, 1899, it# 
enacted that it shall be lawfal for Her Majesty in Council to refer to# 
Committee of the Privy Council the appointment of commissioners # 
prepare such orders and schemes as are required for carrying the Act int 
effect, and that the committee may settle the orders and schemes 80 pit 





ared, and may employ such ni as they deem necessary for t& 
eee of the Act: Now, andioe, Her Majesty is pleased, by and will 
| the advice of her Privy Council, to appoint—the Lord President of i 
| Council, the Secretary of State for the Home Department, the P. 
of the Local Government Board, the Right Honourable Lord James@ 
| Hereford, the Right Honourable Charles Thomson Ritchie, M.P., 
| Right Honourable John Lloyd Wharton, M.P., and the Right H 
Edmond Robert Wodehouse, M.P., or any three of them, to bea 
the Privy Council for ‘the purposes of the London Government A® 
399. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
GOVERNMENT APPOINTMENTS OPEN TO SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


§ir,—The Council think it right that the profession should be made 
aware that two appointments to which solicitors are eligible are at 
present open in the Estate Duty Department of the Inland Revenue— 
that is to say, the office of legal adviser (salary £1,000), and of an 
assistant secretary (salary £825). 

The appointments, it is understood, are in the gift of the First 
Lord of the Treasury, to whom application should at once be made. 

E. W. WILLIAMSON, 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, W.C., July 18th, 1899. 


CASES OF THE ‘WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SOFTLAW v. WELCH. No.1. 14th July. 


| Manrrep Woman—Serarate Estate—Contract Mave Durinc Coverture 

—Liantmitry Wuen Discovert—Marriep Women’s Prorerty Act, 1882 

(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 1, sun-sEcTION 2. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Channell, J., at chambers. The 
action was brought to recover £273 7s. 2d. principal and interest due 
upon three promissory notes made by the defendant, when a married 
woman, before the passing of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1893. The action was commenced after the death of the defendant's 
husband. Upon an application under order 14 for leave to sign judgment, 
the master gave leave to eign judgment against the defendant in the 
ordinary form. Upon appeal, Channell, J., varied this order by giving 
leave to sign judgment against the defendant, execution to be limited to 
such property as during her coverture was her separate property not 
subject to any restraint on anticipation, unless by reason of section 19 of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the property should be liable to 
execution notwithstanding such restriction. The plaintiff contended that 
by section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, a married woman 
was capable of contracting so as to bind herself personally, though 
execution could as long as she was married only issue against her separate 
etate, and that when she became discovert the remedy was unlimited: 
Holiby v. Hodgson (38 W. R. 68, 24 Q. B. D. 103), Pelton v. Harrison 
(39 W. R. 689 ; 1891, 2 Q. B. 422), Pelton v. Harrison (No. 2) (1892, 1 Q. B. 
118, 40 W. R. Dig. 181). 

Tae Covrr (A. L. Sarr and Vavenan Wriurams, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, upon the ground that the effect of the death of the husband 
was not to enlarge the right which the creditor p 
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into by her during coverture to incur any liability 


| except in respect of and to the extent of separate property held by her 


j 


during coverture without a restraint on anticipation. The dictum of 
| Lindl 7 L.S., tothe CO 0 , son was not in accordance 
with the authorities.—Counset, A. Powell; Wootton. Soxicrrors, Stock § 
Slater ; Layton, Scns, § Lenden. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HOPE. DE CETTO vr. HOPE. No. 2. 14th and 15th July. 


Seren Laxp—Texant ror Lirr—Hermtooms—Sate or Herrioom ry 
Texant vor Lire—Sanction or Covurt—Discretion—Orrosirion or 
RewainpeRMEN—JEWEL or Unieve CuaracteR—TENnant ror Lire IN 
Proustany Dirricvtries Cavsep sy His Own ExrravacaNce—Setriep 
Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), 8. 37. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported ante, p. 497 

47 W. R. 536), refusing an application by Lord H. Panels ape fetes: 

Clinton Hope, under tection 37 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, for the 


sanction cf the court to a contract which he as*tenant for life had entered 
into for the sale of a valuable heirloom, the Tavernier Blue or Hope 


real estates, of which the applicant was tenant for life under the will 
of his grandmother, Mrs. A. A. Hope. It was said to have formerly 
been one of the crown jewels of Louis XIV. of France. It was the first 
blue diamond known, and was until recently the only one known. The 
applicant was married, but had no issue. The ms entitled in 
remainder to the estates and the heirlooms if he should die without issue 
— the 8p lication for leave to sell the diamond. The income to 
which the applicant was entitled as tenant for life of the settled estates 
was £15,000 or £16,000 a year; but for several years he had been in geeat 
pecuniary difficulties, and had been unable to reside in the family 
mansion. In 1893 he had applied to Chitty, J., for leave to sell the Hope 
collection of pictures ; but the application was opposed by the remainder- 
men, and was refused. In 1895 the applicant was adjudicated a bankrupt, 
but in 1896 he obtained his discharge, and by arrangement with his 
creditors had an income of £2,000 a year secured to him. In 1898, the 
pereons entitled in remainder having withdrawn their opposition, the 
application for leave to sell the pictures was renewed before Romer, J., and 
succeeded. The applicant was still in part difficulties. The Blue 
Diamond was valued on his behalf at £18,511, but the persons entitled in 
remainder adduced evidence to shew that it was of far greater value. All 
of them strongly may the sale, and Byrne, J., refused to sanction it, 
Lord H. F. Hope Pel Clinton Hope appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R, and Romer, L.J.) dismissed the appeal 
without calling upon counsel for the respondents. 

Linptey, M.R., said: I do not think we need hear the other side in this 
case. We have had the advantage, as I stated just now, of oe ae | 
of reading the whole of the affidavits and the judgment of Byrne, J., 
we now, having heard the argument on behalf of the 8p nt, fully 
understand the position of affairs. It appears to us that this isa case in 
which we ought not to differ from the learned judge in the court below. 
I do not wieh to cay anything unpleasant or unkind, reflecting unduly on 
Lord Francis Hope, the present applicant ; but it is quite obvious that he 
has brought himself into these money difficulties by his own folly. Thatis 
not a reason for the court to grant such an application as this. No doubt 
the financial position of the tenant for life is a circumstance to be con- 
sidered ; but when we look at the matter, and see for whose benefit the 
proposed eale is to be, it is obvious that it is for nobody’s benefit except 
that of the tenant for life. The whole object of this application is to 
increase his income by the interest which, if this jewel were sold, could be 
got by means of the purchase-money, Not only does nobody else want 
the sale; everybody else objects. It is said that the desire to keep 
this jewel in the family is a mere matter of sentiment, and a 
sentiment which we ought not to re; I cannot go to that 
extent. Evem if the sentiment is I am not a omy to say 
that we ought to pay no regard to it. I daresay this diamond has not, 
historically, the value of some other jewels which have a longer —- 
But it is evidently an object with the family to avoid — with it 
They might not object so much to the sale of some of the other heirlooms. 
We cannot ignore the fact that their feeling is that they wish to ~~ in 
the family a very beautiful, and up to the present moment almost ue 
diamond. It is of a colour not seen at all until modern times. Another 
blue diamond has lately been brought from South Africa, and it is possible 
that more of the same colour may be obtained there. But there is no 
reasonable probability of the value of this particular diamond being 
diminished by anything which is at all likely to come from that quarter. 
Why, then, should this Hope diamond be sold? I think Chitty, J., 
was quite right when he said that when a tenant for life comes to 
the court with an application under section 37 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, to obtain its sanction to a sale, there must be some reason 
to induce the court to give its sanction. The observations which 
Mr. Farwell pressed, and very properly pressed, upon me, about 
the tenant for life in the case of Re Marquis of Ailesbury’s Settled 
Estates (1892, 1 Ch. 506; affirmed in House of Lords, 1892, A. ©. 356) 
being master of the situation, amount only to this : I was there addressing 
myself to a totally cifferent set of circumstances, and what I meant 
was that, under section 3 of the Act, the tenant for life was master of the 
situation, because he could ruin the estate by selling the whole of it except 
the mansion-house. The question there was not upon whom, when an 
application is made for leave to sell the mansion-house, the burden of proof 
lies. As to that matter, I think the view of Chitty, J., was right when he 
said, in regard to the present estate, when the question of selling the 
pictures was before him, that a tenant for life who makes an application 
under the Settled Land Act for the sanction of the court ought to make 
out a case, and not a doubtful case, for the interference of the court. I 
think we certainly ought not to say that, when the tenant for life asks for 
our sanction to a sale, it is for those who oppose the sale to satisfy us that 
we ought not to sanction it. However, in the present case it does not 
matter on whom the burden of is. We have all the facts before us, 
and I cannot see that it is for the benefit of anyone except this extravagant 
tenant for life that this diamond should be sold. I think I should myself 
have taken the same view as Byrne, J., has done if the case had come 
before me in the first instance. ‘The only point Mr. Farwell made which 
impreesed me at all was that estate duty had to be considered and 

rovided for. No doubt it has;:and the estate duty—or, rather, the 

Fieance Act of 1894, which imposes it—has rendered it necessary very 
often to break up family collections, and goes far to render a sale unavoid- 
able. But that is no reason for us to accede to the pre:ent application. 
The appeal will therefore be dismissed in the usual way, with coste. 
Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counse, Farwell, 
Q.C., and Martelli; Mulligan, Q.C., and A. 4B. Terrell; J, BE. H. Benn ; 
J. H. Young; E. 8. Ford. Soxscrrors, Maddisons ; Leman § Co. ; Richard 


Smith § Sons; Rickards § Nightingale. 





| ond. The diamond was one of several chattels settled, as heirlooms, 
ong with 


the family mansion-house and estate of Deep Dene and other 


[Reported by R, C, Mackenzrz, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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BLANDY-JENKINS v. EARL OF DUNRAVEN. No. 2. 
14th July. 


Evipence—Apmisststnity—Action ror Trespass—EvIDENCcE or 
Ownersnir—Anctent Document—Prorer Custopy—DeEcLARATION BY 
Deceasep Person aGatnst Pecunrary IntTEREst—AGREEMENT, IN Con- 
SIDERATION OF DISCONTINUANCE OF ACTION ror TRESPASS KY PrepEcEsson 
in Trrie or Present Piatntirr, To Pay AN AGreEep Sum ror Costs, AND 
To REerrain rrom TRESPASSING FOR THE Future. 


9th—20th June ; 


Act or 


This was an appeal by the plain litte from a decision of Byrne, J., who | 
had given judgment for the defendant: in an action claiming an injunction | 
to restrain the defendants from trespassing on land which, the plaintiffs 
alleged, belonged to the plammtiff Blandy-Jenkins in fee simple. During 
the hearing of the appeal the question arose whether a certain document, 
alleged by the plaintiffs to be an ancient document, which had been ten- 
dered by the plaintiffs in the court below as evidence of an act of ownership, 
and bad been rejected by Byrne, J., ought to have been admitted in evidence. 
The document, which purported to be signed by one David D. Morgan, 
apparently a marksman, was executed in 1659, and ran as follows: “ Be it 
known to all men that Mr. Richard Jenkins, of Pantinawel (out of the 
neighbourly love that he always had to his neighbour, David Morgan, of 
Karabat,’’ [which, it was explained, meant Caer Abbot ]) ‘‘ has bin per- 
suaded to stop all proceedings of law that he now has against the said 
David Morgan for wilfully bringing of his sheep and milking of his cows 
in Mr. Jenkins’ freehold land without leve being known by the name of | 
Croike-nant-ye-Kee, lying westward of a brook called Nant-ye-Kee and in 
lengthe from a place called Such P - - - te to a house called Pentrakee, for 
which wilfull trespass the said David Morgan binds himself to pay sixteen 
shillings costs, and that he will for the future keepe his owne and all other 
people’s sheep and cattle frome_trespassing on the said ground to the 
utmost of his power to which he has put his hand the day above written. 
In witness of us mark, David D. Morgan.’’ It was at first suggested 
that David Morgan was tenant to Lord Dunraven’s predecessor in title of 
the estate of Caer Abbot, but this suggestion was afterwards withdrawn. 
Richard Jenkins was the predecessor in title of the plaintiffs. It was 
contended by counsel for the plaintiffs that the document was ancient, and 
was admissible as being evidence of an act of ownership done by the plain- 
tiffs’ predecessor in title—viz., turning a trespasser off the land in question, 
or taking proceedings for the purpose of turning him off. It was further 

, urged that the document was produced out of the proper custody 
(having been kept along with the plaintiffs’ documents of title), 
and that, in the circumstances, it was evidence of ancient posses:ion of the 
disputed land by the plaintiffs’ predecessor in title. The appellant also 
contended that the document was in any case admissible on the ground 
that it was a declaration by a deceased person who had special means of 
knowledge on the subject, and was against the pecuniary interest of the 
person making it, seeing that by it he bound himself to psy “sixteen 
shillings costs.’’ 

Tue Covet (Linptey, M.R., Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.), on the 10th 
of June, decided that the document was admissible. 

Linpiey, M.R., said: I cannot bring myself to doubt that this docu- 
ment is admissible in evidence, for what it is worth. What it is worth is 
another question. It is an ancient document. When an ancient docu- 
ment is found and tendered as evidence you cannot tell whether itis 
admissible or not as evidence against anybody until you look at it, and see 
| what tt-purports to contain. Now, when you look at the document here in 

| question you find that it contains a great deal, and that some of what it 
contains—if it did not also contain what I shail rely upon pre- 
sently—wonld not be evidencs. It contains a good deal which, 
standing alone, would not make the document admissible. To 
decide on its admissibility you must consider what it purports to 
shew. It purports to shew, and does shew to anybody who reads it, 
that a person named Jenkins had been persuaded to stop some proceedings 
which he had begun against a man named Morgan for trespassing on his 
(Jenkins’s) freehold by bringing sheep and cattle upon it. It also shews 
inferentially that Jenkins must have been in possession of the land, 
or he would not have brought an action for a trespass committed 
upon it. He speaks of it as an act of trespass—the word “‘trespass’’ 
is used in the document itself. To take such proceedings is not 


{fn act of ownership, in the strictest sense, but it ehews that the, 


person in poszession of the land has vindicated his right to posses- 
— against somebody not in possession by making that somebody 
itake his sheep and cattle off the land. To my mind that is evidence 
of an act of ownership, though it is not itself an ach of ownership. Then 
the next question for us to consider is, From what custody is this 
document produced? It comes from the custody of the successor in title 
of Jenkins ; so that the custody from which it comes is exactly the place 
where you would expect such a document to be kept by those who are 
interested im the land the possession of which was vindicated by Jenkins. It 
comes, therefore, out of the proper custody. Why, then, is this document 
not admissible against anybody, I do not care who? That leads us to 
consider what is the principle upon which ancient documents which shew 
acts of ne ona are admissible in evidence. There are numerous cases 
on the subject, the most modern of which is Malcolmson v. O’ Dea (12 W. RB. 
178,10 H. L. C. 593), in which a question of importance about the 
admiesibility of this class of evidence was raised and decided. In that case 
the judgment of Wille, J., who delivered the opinion of the judges, 
contains (at p. 616) this very significant passage, which I thoroughly 
endorse: ‘‘ We are not disposed to narrow the bounds of the law of 
y evidence with respect to ancient possession.’’ You cannot prove a title, at 


' that ancient documents coming out of proper custody, and pu 

| upon the face of them to sheW exercise o nership, such as a lease ora 
licence, ma iven in evidence without proof of posséssion or payme 
of rent undst them, as being in themselves ac ttder them, as being in themselves acts of OWNEFSHip and proof of 
posséssion.”” Then we have to ask ourselves, Is this an ancient 


| Shewing exercise of ownership, or acts of ownership? I unhesi 


| say, Yes; it is not an act of ownership, but it shews that there was an 
| of ownership, and on that short ground I have come t> the conclusion that i 


it is admissible. What weight ought to be given to it is, of course, 
another thing. For the reasons which I have given I do not think that the 
case Of Papendick v. Bridgwater (3 W. R. 490, 5 El. & B. 166) has an 
to do with the question Wé are now deciding, for the document now 
forward is not an admission by a tenant against his landlord. To te 
this evidence would, in my opinion, be a startling departure from the 
previous authorities on the subject. I have no doubt that we ought § 
receive it. 
Sr F. H. Jeune and Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the like effect 
—Tne hearing of the appeal was then proceeded with, and was concluded om 
the 20th of June. On the 14th of July Romer, L.J., read the judgment of 
the court dismissing the appeal on the merits. His lordship said that th 
document of 1659, though it was admissible in evidence, and thoughi 
stated an act of ownership which, if it related to the land in que 
would be very important, did not sufficiently establish an act of ownershj 
relating to that land. The plaintiffs failed to shew to what land the unde. 
taking referred.—Counsex, Abel Thomas, Q.C., and J. G. Wood ; Eve, Q, 
Ingle Joyce, Stuart Moore, and §. T. Evans. Soutcrrors, Thomas White § 
Sons, for Randall § Cay, Bridgend ; Frere, Cholmeley, § Co. 


[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
BOOSEY v. WHIGHT & CO. Stirling, J. 14th July. 


Coryricut—Sueet or Mvusic—Inrrincement—DeE.ivery or Copms » 
Proprieror—Coryricut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 45), s. 23, 
Motion to vary minutes of a judgment delivered on the 19th of April (7 
W. R. 554). The court had granted an injunction restraining the defendants 
from publishing, selling, or offering for sale or hire perforated rolls for repro. 
ducing certain songs, containing any words copied from the plaintiffy 
sheets of music. The order was now varied by extending the injunction tp 
letters or signs copied from the plaintiffs’ sheets of music. The defendants 
were also ordered to deliver up to the plaintiffs so much of the rollsa 
contained the words, letters, or signs copied from the plaintiffs’ sheets of 
music.—CounseL, Butcher, Q.C., and Scrution; T. Terrell, Q.C., and 
Eustace Smith. Sortcrrors, Howlett § Wilkinson ; Maples, Teesdale, § Co, 
{Reported by Paut Sruickiayp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BELTON v. BUSBY AND ANOTHER. Div, Court. 4th July. 


Gaminc—Hovsre or Room Usep ror Bgrrinc—Pvntic-novse—Bsrnme 
Houses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), s. 3—Licensrne Act, 1872 (6€ 
36 Vicr. c. 94), s. 17 (2). 

This was a case stated by a Metropolitan police-magistrate upon th 
dismissal by him of five summonses issued by the appellant against each 
of the respondents. The summonses against Woods, one ef the respon 
dents, charged him for that he, on the 25th of February, 1899, and the 


four following days, being a perso Royal Pair _beerhoum, 
Gloster-grove, Kensington, did SED eet 


pe ing thereto contra’ section 3 of the Betting Houses Act, 1853, 
The respondent Busby was charged for that he, on the same dates, being 
the licensee ,of the beerhouse, did suffer it to be vsed by Woods in com 
travention of section 3 of the Betting Houses Act, 1853, contrary to section 
17, sub-section 2, of the Licensing Act, 1872. Woods was a professional 
betting-man, and Busby was the proprietor and licensee of the Royal Pait 
beerhouse. On the days to which the summonses refer Woods came to the 
beerhouse and remained there from shortly after 12 noon until shortly 
before 3p.m. He generally remained on one side or other of a partition 
which stood in the part of the premises known as the raloon. He 
went from there to other parts of the saloon aud to other room 
on the premises, returning to the neighbourhood of the part 
tion. While he was in the ealoon he asked people to bet will 
him, and he received bets, which were generally made at 8 
prices. Slips of paper bearing the name of the dog or horse 
together with the money staked, were handed to him by those who 

to make bets. When a bet was won Woods paid it in the saloon, and i 
magistrate found, as a fact, that Woods carried on the busiuess of P 
money betting in the saloon, and that Woods was known to be at 
beerhouse for the purposes of his betting business at the times stated, asd 
that” persons came there in order to transact busiuess with him. The 
magistrate also found that for what he did at the beerhouse Wool 
had the permission of Busby, who was generally present in the bem 
house when Woods was there. Woods occasionally orderei a glass d 
beer at the beerhouse, but he generally sent out to another how 
for whiskey. Apart from the betting business carried on by Wools 
the ordinary business of a public-house was carried on by Busby # 
the Royal Pair beerhouse. Woods had no interest in or contra 
of the latter business, nor in the houce itself, nor had Busby aa 





such a di-tance of time, by parol evidence, and if you find an ancient | 


document which proves it it is contrary to all common-sense to disregard 
that document. On p. lowing Temuarks:~The rile is | 


interest in the bets made by Woods. The magistrate held that, 
regard to the judgment of the Lord Chancellor in Powell v. Kempton 
Racecow se Co. (1899, A. C. 143), the respondent Woods did not use the bam 
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{the beerhouse in such a manner as to constitute an illegal user within 
ee Betting Houses Act, 1853, and that, consequently, the respondent 
Busby did not permit such illegal user. The Betting Houses Act, 1853, 
1, enacts that ‘* No house, office, room, or place shall be opened, kept, 
~ used for the purpore of the owner, occupier, or keeper thereof, 
or any person using the same, . . . betting with persons resort- 
ing thereto ”’ ; and section 3 enacts that ‘‘any person who, being 
the owner or occupier of any house, room, office, or otter place, or 
rson using the same, shall open, keep, or use the tame for the 
urposes”” of betting with persons resorting thereto, shall be liable to 
P penalty. The Licensing Act, 1872, s. 17 (2), enacts that ‘“‘If any 
ma. opens, keeps, or uses, or euffers his house to be opened, 
Feet, or used in contravention of’’ the Betting Houses Act, 1853, he shall 
be liable to a penalty. It was contended on behalf of the appellant that 
Woods used the saloon of the beerhouse for the purpose of betting with 
rsons resorting thereto within the meaning of the Act ; that the House 
of Lordsin Powell vy. Kempton Park Racecourse Co. meant no more than that 
| a person using a house or place, in order to be within the Act, should use 
it by a different right from that of ordinary frequenters ; and that Woods, 
having the license of the landlord to conduct his betting business in the 
peerhouse, did ** use”” the beerhouse, or a of it, in the sense intended 
by the House of Lords. Hornsby v. Raggett (1892, 1 Q. B. 20), McWilliam 
y. Dawson (56 J. P. 182), and Brown v. Patch (1899, 1 Q. B. 892) were 
cited. The respondents did not appear. 

Tax Court remitted the case to the magistrate. ; 

GranTuam, J., said that he bad no doubt that the contention made on 
behalf of the appellant was right. The great distinction between this 
case and those of Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co. and Hawke v. Dunn 
was this—that in the case of a racecourse persons went there in order to bet 
with each other. Backers and bookmakers were treated alike. They paid 
for their entrance into the enclosure, some to get a better view of the rac:s, 
andothers because they wished to find other persons who would bet with them. 
Such persons were not in any sense ownersor proprietors of the enclosure, and 

Va SP ey oF ase tein thesense iutended by the Act. That was the general 
effect of the judgments delivered in the Kempton Park case. The court had 
te see in the present case whether the public-house was kept in such a way 
that a professed bookmaker used it for his betting buriness. Was Woods 
in the same position as persons paying their entrance-money to go into an 
enclosure on a racecourse? He thought not, and he thought that the case 
was clearly within the mischief of the Betting Houses Act. The Legisla- 

y ture by that enactment were probably trying to put a stop to betting- 


I} houses opened and used solely for betting. But when bookmakers found 


= 


_—, 


that they could not keep a house they had to find some other place wherein 
to make their bets. So by occasionally purchasing a bottle of whi key or 
other liquor they obtained leave to carry on their business in public-houses. 
This brought business to t id= 4 é present inetance, it 
answered Busby’s purpose to give Woods the right to be on bis premises 
day after day. So that Woods had, in effect, a license to use the house for 
his betting business, and he went there regularly at certain defined times. 
The house thus became as much a betting-house as the betting-houses 
against which the Act was directly levelled. When bookmakers were not 
allowed in the house they would go to a place outside the house, such as a 
yard adjoining it, and the word ‘ plage ”” was added to the Act in order to 
bring within its meshes all such places. In his opinion this public- 
house, or a part of it, was just as much a betting-house or room used by 
Woods for the purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto as if it 
were a room for which Woods had paid rent. If Woods had co tted 
an offence against the Betting Houses Act, it was manifest that Busby 
was guilty of consenting to it and was liable to be convicted under the 
Licensing Act, 1872. 

Bruce, J., concurred. He said that the room was used by Woods for the 
purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto. He used it in the sense 
that he regular] rted there day by day and was the m in control 
cf the betting business carried on there. He no doubt that 
Woods was guilty of the offence with which he was charged. That being 
t0, it was clear that Busby was guilty of suffering his houre to be used in 
contravention of section 3 of the Betting Houses Act.—Covunse., Danck- 
werts, Soxicrrors, Wontner § Sons. 

[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re GLENDOWER STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 12th July. 


Oompany—Winpinc vre— Petition — Evipence —AMENDMENT — CoMPANTES 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), s. 40. 


This was a petition by shareholders for the compulsory winding up of 
the company. The petition id noe arate that the petttouee”- ster wer 
either originally allotted to them or had been held by them and registered 


in their name for a period of at least six months during the eighteen 
months previous to presenting the petition as required by section 40 of the 
Companies Act, 1867. The company was not represented, but the managin 
director, and largest shareholder of the company, appeared and oppo: 
the petition. The petition stood over that an affidavit might be filed to 
thew the length of time for which the petitioners had held their shares. 
Wnicur, J., held that, in accordance with the decision in Re City and 
County Bank (23 W. R. 936, 10 Ch. 470), such omission did not make the 
petition demurrable, but that when the court was asked to make an order 
against a company on a petition of shareholders under section 40 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, when the company was not represented it ought t> 
be satisfied that the shareholders held shares in accordance with the 
tection. But if the petition omitted to state such evidence the defec! 
might be remedied by affidavit without the necessity of amending the 


tition.—OounsrL, J. G. Wood; N. Micklem. Soxscrrors, Williamson, 
Wl, & Co ; Botterell § Roche, for Vaughan § Roche, Oardift. 
[Reported by C. W. Mrav, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re FANCY DRESS BALLS CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 12th July. 
Company—Winpinc vp—Creprror’s Petition—Dent unper £50. 
Petition by a judgment creditor for the compulsory winding up_of the 
company. The debt amounted to £20 19s. 4d. ne “BAS 
niont, J., held, following Herbert Standring ¢ Co. (W.N. (1895), 99), 
that, the court being reluctant to lend itself as a collector of emall debts 
by means of its winding-up jurisdiction, the tion must be dismissed, 
with costs.—OounseL, R. Younger; G. M. Cohen and Walter Stewart. 
Soxicrrors, M. Hyman Isaacs ; F. G. Mellows. 
{Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re Al BISCUIT CO. Wright, J. 14th July. 


Company—Winpixe ur—Directors’ Ferss—Comrantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vicr. c. 89), s. 38, suB-sEctrion 7. 

The company was incorporated in 1888, and its articles of association 
rovided: **(10) That the names of the first directors should be determined 
y a majority of the subscribers to the memorandum of association in 

manner therein provided, and that until such appointment the subscribers 
should be deemed:to be the han na That the qualification of a 
director other than the first directors ¢ be fixed by a majority of the 
subcribers to the memorandum of asscciation. (51) That the office of 
director shall be vacated (inter alia) if at arly time he ceases to hold 
qualification. (57) That any casual vacancies might be filled up by the 
board, and that the directors for the time being = add to their number. 
(82) That the directors shall be entitled to receive as remuneration for 
their services, and there shall be allowed to them out of the funds of the 
company, such sum of money per annum as may be fixed either at the 
statutory general meeting or at the first ordinary meeting, to be exclusive 
of the remuneration of managing director, and to be paid and 
divided amongst them in suc pee and at such times as they may 
determine.’’ By a resolution the subscribers appointed the first directors; 
these directows resolved that the qualification of each director should be 
not less than fifty shares. At the statutory general meeting a resolution 
was passed fixing the amount of annual remuneration, and the directors 
afterwards resolved that the remuneration should be divided amongst 
them as per attendance of each director. ll me peers appoin 
directors by the resolutions set out above were duly qualified and acted as 
directors. On the voluntary winding up of the company the directors 
claimed to .be a the amount of their remuneration. A dividend of 
15s. in the £ had been paid to the other creditors, and the balance 
in the hands of the liquidators was insufficient to pay either the 
balance of 5s. in the or the amount So by the directors. 
D y up e aCTLION 


The liquidators applied in the voluntar 
. panies Act, - . 
ed on Ex parte Cannon (34 W. R. 


direc’ vere @ e p 
the other creditors. fié liquidators re 
17; 1885, 30 Ch. D. 629). They also referred to Re Dale and Plant (38 
W. R. 409; 1889, 43 Ch. D. 255) and Ex parte Beckwith (46 W. R. 376 ; 
1898, 1 Oh. 324). Counsel for the directors were not called upon. 

Waicur, J., held that if the case had been one of a gratuity given to the 
directors, which depended merely cn their being members of the company, 
he should follow Cannon’s case (34 W. R. 14, 30 Ub. D. 629). But this cese 
did not depend on membership, but, as in ancther case, on whether the 
directors continued in office on the terms of the articles as to remuneration. 7. 
Here they were continued in office by the company according to the con- 
tract made with reference to the articles, and this remuneration did not ? \ 
depend on their membership, and that th:y were entitled to their » 
remuneration in competition with the other creditors.—CounseL, Martelli ; 
E. Grinwood Mears and Boydell Houghton. Soxicrrors, Gush, Phillips, 
Walters, § Williams ; Finney, Thoms, § Co ; F. T. Aston. 
[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 












NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 66.) 
In pursuance of section 3 (3) of the above Act notice is hereby given :— 
(1) That the undermentioned Order in Council has been issued ame 


nding 
‘*The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 1899,’’ Statatory 
Rules and Orders, 1899, No. 178. 


L. 3. 

(2) That the Order in Council so issued is a Statutory Rule and has been 
numbered and printed under the above Act, and that it may be 
referred to by its short title cr number as a Stututory Rule as - 
under specified. ° 

(3) That copies of such Statutory Rule may be purchased, either directly 
or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Eyre & Spotti:woode, 
East Harding-street, Fieet-street, E.C., anid 32, Abingdon-street, 
Westminster, S.W.; or John Menzies & Co, 12, Hanover-street, 
Edinburgh, and 90, West Nile-street, Glasguw; or Messrs. Hodges, 
Figgis, & Co. (Limited), 104, Grafton-street, Dublin. 


Orders to which the above Notice refers. 


The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, July, 1899: Statutory 
Rules and Orders, 1899, No. 528. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
AnnvaLt General Meerine. 

The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 14th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the 
retiring President, Mr. C. B. Manxcsrrs (Huntingdon) taking the cbair. 
The following members of the Council were amovg those present: Mr. 
Hy. Manisty (Vice-President), Mr. Hy. Attlee, Mr. C. M. Barker, Mr. 
E. K. Blyth, Mr. R. Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. W. H. Gray, Mr. Gray Hill 
(Liverpool), Mr. John Hollams, Mr. J. W. Howlett (Brighton), Mr. H. J. 
Johneon, Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. Thos. Marshall (Leeds), 
Mr. F. K. Munton, Mr. R. Pennington, Mr. Rawle, Sir A. K. Rollit, Mr. 
Stewart, Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, Mr. W. Williams, Mr. W. H. Winter- 
botham, Mr. P. Witham ; and the following extraordinary members: Mr. 
A. C. Burbidge (Portsmouth), Mr. T. G. Gibson (Newcastle-on-Tyne.) 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Mr. Hy. Manisty was elected President, and Mr. R 

Vice-President for the year ensuing. 
VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 

The Prestpent said that there were eleven vacancies on the Council, 
caused by the retirement of ten members in rotation, and the death of Mr. 
Henry Roscoe. Fourteen candidates had been nominated, as follows: 
Mr. George Edgar Frere (Frere, Cholmeley, & Co.), Mr. William Dawes 
Fresbfield (Freshfields & Williams), Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. 
Grantham Robert Dodd, Mr. Robert Cunliffe, Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake, 
Mr. Charles Berkeley Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. Stephen Henham King 
(King & Hughes, Maidstone), Mr. William Francis Fladgate, Mr. John 
Edward Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. James Warnes 
Howlett (Brighton), Mr. Frank Rowley Parker (Sharpe, Parker, & Co.), and 
Sir George Henry Lewis. Mr. F. R. Parker wished to withdraw his 
candidature, and Mr. Henry Wing and Mr. F. K. Munton did not seek 
re-election. As the candidates were more in number than the vacancies 
an election by ballot was necessary under the bye-laws. 

The following gentlemen were then appointed as scrutineers: Mr. K. 
Bill, Mr. R. L. Devonshire, Mr. E. Fisher, Mr. W. J. Fraser, and Mr. 
Wilfred Gcdden. 


t. Ellett (Cirencester) 


AvpiTors. 


The following were appointed auditors of the society's accounts for the 
year ensuing: Mr. J. 8. Chappelow, F.C.A., Mr. A. G. Guillemard, and 
Mr. Alexander Neale. 

Socrety’s Accounts. 

The Presipent laid the income and expenditure account for the year 
ending the 3lst of December, 1898, before the meeting, and moved its 
adoption. The accounts showed a total income of £35,818 8s. 2d, the excess 
of income over expenditure being £573 10s. 5d. 

The Vicre-Prestpent seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cuarces Forp (London) said that for a long course of years he 
had taken such a measure of interest in the affairs of the society as had 
induced him to look very carefully into the annual accounts. Sometimes 
these accounts had been painfully unsatisfactory, and occasionally they 
had not been so unsatisfying. To-day there were features which were 
satisfying and others which were very unsatisfying. He was extremely 
glad to see that the sum paid for entertainments after the examinations 
and Council luncheons was less than usual. It was £737 only, and that 
was a highly satisfactory feature. He hoped it would never exceed that 
sum. With regard to ‘*‘ buildings and repairs,’’ there was an item which 
he did not remember to have seen for a long course of years—viz , ‘‘ New 
drainage, £4,221 12s. 1d.’”’ and “Installation of electric light, 
£1,214 6s. 2d.,’’ and then ‘* General, £298 2s. 5d.,”” making a total of 
£5,734 03. 8d. That was a very serious expense. He did not know what 
part had been expended in relation to the Law Club, but if any amount 
had been expended for the convenience of the Law Club and not the 
convenience of the general body, he was quite sure it would be most cheer- 
fully repaid by the club. With regard to the “‘ Articled Clerks’ Account,” 
he was extremely sorry to see that the receipts were gradually getting 
lower. This ye.r they amounted to £8,231 13s. 6d., and the unhappy 
account was charged with £10,969 17s. 8d. for its proportion of rates and 
taxes, salaries, rent, and so on as outgoings in connection with the fund. 
He had gone into the figures according to what he conceived to be a most 
generous treatment of the subject of apportionment, and he should say 
that the Articled Clerks’ Fund should have a balance in favour of the 
aiticled clerks of £1,117, whereas, according to the statement laid before 
tLe meeting, it was about £2,000 to the bad. Then the account said ‘‘To 
balance carried down, being excess of income over expenditure, 
£573 10s. 5d.’’ Lat year, instead of the amount being £573, it 
was £5,000, aud this was surely not a very satisfactory feature as regarded 
the financial affairs of the society. Another most unpleasant feature was the 
item “‘ Prizes, binding, &c., £154 3s, 1d.” These were the great induce- 
ments which the society offered to the articled students of the country, 
it was a munificent and magnificent sum. The Council knew very well 
that there was a distinct provision in one of the Solicitors Acts that the 
whole of the receipts in connection with the examinations and so forth 
of articled clerks were to be applied exclusively for the interest of 
atticled clerks. Here was a glaring anomaly: whilst over £8,000 was 
received from the articled clerks, the sum of £154 was spent in prizes as 
an inducement to legal students. 

Mr. R. Pexnrveton (London, Chairman of the Finance Committee): No. 
You are omitting the Trust Fund prizes. 

Mr. Foxp said the Trust Fund had nothing to do with the general 
fevenues of the society. It was a fund due to the munificence principally 





of members of the profession who had passed away. He was not 

to be drawn away from the real point by the suggestion. He was speak. 
ing of the amount expended out of £8,000 received from the articleg 
clerks. It had nothing whatever to do with the fund mentioned by Mr 
Pennington. “The society expended £154, and if this amount could be 
increased he hoped that would be done. Then there was the item ‘ Pegg 
to tutors, assistant examiners, &c., and grants to Provincial Law Societicg 
£3,316 13s. 2d.’’ That amount had gone down this year, and he thought 
it was a most distressing subject ; because it included the amounts handed 
to the Provincial Law Societies. He did not know, too, about the ‘‘ &&,”’. 
it might cover anything and perhaps might as well be explaine}, 
Why the Council did not tell the members, what ke was quite 
sure the majority did not know, which were the favoured law 
societies who received grants he could not siy. He thought they 
were Liverpool, Birmingham, and one or two other places, and in the 
annual report there was a statement that it was on the cards that if the 
Yorksbire Law Society behaved itself properly they would at some future 
time get a grant, the amount of which was not indicated. He did think 
these were features which were of a highly unsatisfactory character. On the 
income side the society had been getting £2,500 from the Government for 
several years, and the Discipline Committee did excellent work, and the 
warm thanks of the members were due to Mr. Lake, the chairman of the 
committee. But the members ought to know how much was expended 
in relation to the matter of discipline. They wanted more information, 
Was the sum expended more or less than was received from the 
Government ? 

Mr. Penninaton siid he supposed he ought to make a few remarks in 
explanation of Mr. Ford’s observaticns ; fortunately they were not very 
serious this year. His charge were not of a very grave character, and he 
(Mr. Pennington) hoped the meeting would be of opinion that they might 
very easily be answered. Mr. Ford hai poiated out that the balance 
brought down in excess of income was £573, whilst last year it was over 
£5,000. The difference, of course, was the amount which had been spent in 
new drainage and the installation of the electric light. Now, the amount 
expended on new drainage was a very large item and it was quite right 
that the members should have some explanation with regard toit. The 
amount for new drainage was £4 221 12s. 9d. Last year at about this tine 
it came to the knowledge of the Council that at any rate some portion of 
the building was in a very unsatisfactory condition as regards the sanitary 
arrangements. Therefore the Council called in to advise a gentleman whom 
the society usually employed in cases of thatkind and he framed areport. But 
he went further and said that he was afraid that the evil was very much larger 
than it was supposed to be, and he gave the Council in some detail his views 
on the condition of the drainage under the building and also of what he 
thought might have to bedone. Under these circumstences it was thought 
that the matter was assuming a very rerious aspect and that it would be 
desirable to consult a man who was above suspicion with regard to his 
knowledge and experience of sanitation, and Mr. Rogers Field was called 
in; and he made a very careful examination of tLe drainage, both under 
the club and under the other portion of the society’s building. His report 
was made shortly before the vacation, but he (Mr. Pennington) did not 
propose to trouble the meeting with that or with any portion of it. Batit 
was of such a serious nature thatit was absolutely impossible for the Council, 
in the interest of the members of the society who used the premises and also 
of the society’s employés who were living in the basement and in immediate 
proximity to the drains, to neglect for a moment taking the matter in hand, 
Accordingly the building was practically cleared, the necessary estimates 
obtained and very carefully examined in every detail both by Mr. Adam», 
the society’s ordinary architect and surveyor, and by Mr. Rogers Field, 
and the work had been done, and, he believed, in a very highly satisfactory 
manner. At any ratesuch was the report of Mr. Rogers Field. The cost 
he (Mr. Pennington) admitted was very great. But anyone present who 
had had any experience of drainage operations in connection with his own 
house ae | know the character of the work and the heavy expense con- 
nected with it. Therefore, considering the area of the society’s Fe 
and the club, the members would not be surprised that the Council had h 
to spend this large sum, upwards of £4,000. Then Me. Ford had referred 
tothe installation of the electric light. For alongtime previously that subject 
had been under consideration. He (Mr. Pennington) had ventured, year after 
year, to urgethat itshouldnot be effected. The Council had not felt that they 
ought to spend so much in ele:tric lighting. At any rate, it had been put 
off from year to year. At list the introduction of electric lighting 
generally had no doubt taken hold of the imaginations of many gentle 
men, and many had experienced the great benefit which was derived from 
having electric lighting, from the health point of view and in other 
respects. Those who had introduced it into their offices felt the enormous 
improvement it was over gas, and that it was not only much more cleanly, 
but much more healthful ; and the atmosphere of an office, which was not 
always very pleasant, was altogether different where the electric light had 
been introduced. Therefore it came upon the Council with some pressure that 
they ought to put theelectric light into the principal building of this import- 
ant:ociety. Accordingly the necessary steps were taken and he ventured to 
say that members who used the building during the evening would concur 
with him that the improvement was an immense one. In the first place he 
thought that in itself it was a great improvement, both as regarded the 
state of the atmosphere and the brightness of the light. But there 
was also another very important feature in connection with electric 
lighting. Everyone knew that gas destroyed, owing to the fumes which 
emanated from it, everything in its neighbourhood. The library, there- 
fore, as well as the books in it, was suffering a good deal from the fact 
that gas was being used for lighting. The improvement in the lib 
from the introduction of electric lighting would, therefore, be very 
and it would probably result in a very considerable saving of expense. 
Because anyone going into the library, even now, would see its dirty 
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condition, and it was a very serious matter to redecorate a large room s‘ch | 


as that. Now that the electric light bas been introduced, instead of 
decorating the library once in 5, 6, or 7 years it would probably not be 
pecessary to do it under 10, 12, or 15 years. Therefore there was some- 
thing to be put on the opposite side of the account, and he ho the 
meeting wculd egree with him that the ixntroduction of the electric light 
was a proper and absolutely necersary step to take. Then, of course, Mr. 
Ford bad made his annual attack upon the articled clerks’ account. He 
sympathized very much with Mr. Ford in the views he entertained with 
d to the articled clerks. Mr. Ford thought, as they all thought, that 
cvery pound that could be spent in the improvement of their education, 

hysically, morally, or otherwise, was money well laid out. But it was 
uselees to ignore the fact that the Council must pay salaries, that they 
must pay clerks, servants, and pensions, that they must pg for the 
puilding. This was a subject upon which he believed . Ford felt 
strongly. Probably Mr. Ford thought the articled clerks ought to pay 
nothing for the use of the society’s building. 

Mr. Forp: No, no. 

Mr. Pennrncton said that it was then only a question of amount. Now, 
the amount had been very carefully considered. It had not been considered 
by the Council only, but it had been considered by a very eminent surveycr 
whom the Council called in to advice upon this very point. He went into 
the whole subject with very great care. He took the whole of the circum- 
stances to which Mr. Ford had alluded into consideration, and he came to 
the conclusion, the principle having been laid down by two of the judges 
aready, that this was the proper way in which to epportion the 
expenses which came under the term “nominal rent’’ and which 
was set down at £1,755. If the articled clerks were to pay no 
rent for the building, that would, in his (Mr. Pennington’s) 
opinion, be very bad finance and altogether unjust ; and seeing that the 
rent had been fixed under the best advice, and at a reasonable amount, he 
could not cee that the accounts were open to objection upon this ground. 
Mr. Ford bad also referred to the item ‘“‘ Fees to tutors, assistant 
examiners, &c., and grants to Provincial Law Societies £3,316 13s. 2d.,’’ 
and had criticized the ‘‘&c.’’ There was no mystery about the &c. 
It really covered only the fees which were paid to local examiners who 
conducted the preliminary examinations. He believed the President 
would make an observation with regard to grants made to certain country 
law societies to which Mr. Ford had referred, and he (Mr. Pennington) 
would not anticipate him. If there was any other point upon which he 
could give any explanation or assist the members, he should be vcry glad 
to do 80. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

Annvat Report. 

Tbe Prestpgnt, in moving the adoption of the annual repoit of the 
Oouncil, dated the 9th of June, referred, amongat other matters, to the 
following paragraph: ‘‘ A echeme of legal education in Yorksbire having 
been arranged by the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies in connection with 
the Victoria University, the Council have promised to give it certain 

cuniary support, provided that it prove acceptable to the law societies in 
Yorkshire.” fe said that £250 a year for two years hai been granted to 
the Yorkshire Law Society, £50 a year to Sheffield, and £50 extra to Man- 
chester. With regard to the Land Transfer Acts the report stated as follows : 
“Tt is to be observed that section 22 (4) of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 
provides that the fee orders relating and incidental to registration of title 
shall be arranged from time to time so as to produce an annual amount 
sufficient to discharge the salaries and other expenses incidental to the 
working of the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, and no more. The 
annual accounts issued from the Land Registry in recent years have 
included; in one item, fees received under various Acts of Parliament, 
such as the Land Charges and Searches Act, 1888, and the Middlesex 
Registry Acts, which have little or no connection with the registration of 
title to land. The Council called the attention of Mr. H. D. Greene, 
Q.0., M.P., to this, and he has very kindly promised to move a resolu- 
tion in the House on the subject.’’ Since the report was printed that 
resolution had been moved and a return was ordered on the 7th inst. 
The report under the head ‘* Warrington Corporation Bill” said: 
“The Council have lodged a petition against this Bill ro far as regards 
clause 153 thereof, by which it is proposed to enact that the surveyor or 
inspector of nuisances, and any officer authorized by the corporation, may 
lay informations or complaints, or appear, institute, or carry on any 
proceedings under the Bill before courts of sum jurisdiction. The 
objections to clauses of this nature are referred to in the paragraph of this 
report on the London Government Bill.’? He would refer to this later. 
“The petition has not yet been heard.”” He was glad to say that the 
petition had since been heard and that it was successful. The report 
further said that ‘‘ Lord Dudley’s Bill to amerid the Companies Acts was 
again introduced early in the session, and was referred to a Select 
Comwittee of the House of Lorde. The committee concluded their con- 
sideration of the Bill shortly before Whitsuntide. It has been reprinted 
as amended, and is now being considered by the Council.’’ The Biil had 
not yet passed the House of Lords. The London Government Bill had 
originally contained a clause which provided that the council of any 
Metropolitan borough might appear before any court or in any 
legal proceeding ‘by the town clerk or by any officer or member 
authorized generally or in respect of any — proceeding by 
resolution of the councils rs ae that any officer or member s0 
authorized might institute and carry on and conduct any proceeding 
Which the borough council were authorized to institute or carry on. As 


Will be seen it was proposed by this clause to authorize the ap in, 
and the conduct of, legal proceedings Le unqualified persons. Similar 
clauses have been inserted in private Bills, and have Sonn consistently 


Opposed by tke Society, but no timilar clanse has bren ineerted in a 





Government Bill for many years; consequently an important new depar- 
ture was foreshadowed, which, in the interest not only of the legal 
profession but of the public, it was desirable to oppose, for it can 
be contended that it is for the —_— interest that pereons with n> legal 
training should have the right to conduct legal proceedings on behalf of 
public authorities. The Council acco: ly put themeelves into communi- 
— a the a =e < = en and s joint committee was 
ormed to organize opposition. . Ori -C., M.P., one of the - 
mittee, gave notice of an amendment to pany the clauce, and a menneediienn 
of reasons in support of the amendment prepared by the society was widely 
circulated. The provincial law societies gave valuable assistance in the 
matter, and when the clause came before the Committee of the House it 
was struck out. The Council hope that, as the House of Commons has now 
definitely pronounced against the clause in question, similiar clauses will 
not be inserted in private Bills.”” The Bill had received the Royal Assent 
on the 13th inet. The Land Charges Bill, which was also dealt with, 
had not yet been read a second time in the House of Commons. The 
report said, with regard to the 


Prevention or Corruption Brit, 


“This very important Bill, introduced by the Lord Chief Justice, 
is having the careful consideration of the Council.’’ It had not 
yet passed into law. On the question of stamp duties, regulations, 
and the uncertainty and hardship caused by the retrospective operations 
of decisions and regulations affecting stamp duties, to which the Council 
called the attention of the commissioners in 1898, the report stated that 
under consideration of the commiesioners, and his successor declined to 
accept the clauses, and at the same time expressed the opinion that the 
power of the board to remit penalties in cases where an additional stamp 
is required is sufficient. In this opinion the Council cannot concur, for 
the reasons which they have already stated. They will revert to the 
question of legislation when the opportunity seems favourable, but in the 
meantime they have, by arrangement with the commissioners, agreed to 
tupport a cae disputing the claim of the commissioners to duty. 
in addition to the transfer duty in the case of transfers of eo 
in part repaid to which the mortgagor is a party, and in which 
the old proviso for redemption is released and a new proviso is 
inserted.’””’ The case in question had now been eet down for hearing. 
With regard to the subject of additional judges dealt with in the report 
the Lord Chancellor had announced that it was the intention of the 
Government to appoint an additional Equity judge and the joint Com- 
wnittee of the General Council of the Bar and of the society was consider- 
ing the course to be adopted having regard to this announcement. The 
report stated with regard to listing motions in the Chancery Division, 
‘*«'The Council brought the matter to the notice of the General Council of 
the Bar, but are sorry to say that the General Council of the Bar do not 
agree with them that the practice in the Chancery Division should be 
assimilated to that in the Queen’s Bench Division and to the practice in 
the Chancery Division during the vacation. The matter is still under 
consideration.” A letter had been received from the Lord Chancellor to 
the effect that he had consulted the judges and they were not in favour of 
the peoposition. 

Mr. Forp said he was sorry that the report did not tell them whether 
the Law Club was contributing towards this ~_! expense of the drainage 
and the electric lighting, and so forth. He had hoped that the President 
would have told the meeting something about the London Univerrity 
Commission Bill which had passed into law. He regretted the retirement 
of Mr. Munton, who had done much useful work for the society from the 
Council. The number of members did not increase as could be wished, 
which was either because the society was not sufficiently Popular, or 
because it was too popular. Ref to the question of | education, 
he was glad the President had told the meeting that the Yorkshire 
Law Society was to have a t, but the Council were very 
in the expression they used in the = 2» h referring to the matter, 
and the members knew the extent o e liability for the great 
county of Yorkshire. With regard to the University of London 
1898, it was most depressing to read the report of the Oouncil dai 
as long ago as the 8th of July, 1898. He had known for a long course of 
years that the Council was quite unfriendly to any alteration of the state 
of things which had prevailed. A splendid system of legal education was 
provided, but the society went on year after year with the as:istance of 
the Postmaster-General sending papers off to young men in the country, 
which really amounted to nothing but a system of coaching which was far 
inferior to that afforded by the coaches, who did the business for 
so much a term. And this the Council called legal education. He was 

that the time was not far distant when there would be a totall 

ifferent system of legal education. He saw a member of the Council 

resent who, he was , by reason of his public utterances, was utterly 
Fiseatisfied with the present system of legal education afforded to the 
students of England by the society. Why had the Council set themselves 
for years st the efforts made by the most enced men in 
Engiand connected with education who were endeavouring to supply some 
better system? He was very much afraid that one of the reasons was the 
financial affairs of the society were in an unratisfactory state, and that 
the society were afraid thatif they lent themse'ves to the excellent oppor- 
tunities offered under this Act they would suffer financially. He 
hoped that the time was coming when the society would gladly avail 
themselves of the opportunity offered of something like a system of legal 
education. Out of the number of those admitted, how large a percentage 
had had the opportunity of university instruction? He believed it was 
about 20 per cent. ith regard to the = cent., would 
the Council say this education was not in the case 
of the 20 per cent.? And if it was beneficial, why were 
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they so indifferent when the opportunity offered for educating 
the remaining 80 per cent.? Thanks were due to the Council for what 
they had done with respect to the Long Vacation and to the appointment of 
additional judges. As regarded listing motions in the Chancery Division, 
this was for the convenience of the public and the svitors. It was donein 
the Queen’s Bench Division, why could it not be done in the Chancery 
Division? The reason was simply because leaders of the bar associated 
themeelves with particular courts, and it was in their interest to maintain 
the present system, and it would be very seriously against their interest to 
make ruch an alteration as that which prevailed in the Queen's Bench. 
That was a very unsatisfactory state of things. 
The motion for the adoption of the report was carried nem. con. 
County Covrtr Rutegs. 
Mr. E. J. Trustram (London) moved, in accordance with notice: 
** (a) That this meeting recommends the Council to endeavour to secure 
the publication, prior to iesue, of County Court Draft Rulés under the 
Rules Publication Act; (4) that the eociety should be represented upon 
the County Court Rules Committee, the existing representation of the 
profession through the President of the Society upon the Supreme Court 
Rules Committee being ineufficient.’”” He thought he ought to explain 
what he meant by the two resolutions. Everyone present would know 
that Rules of Court were, some of them, published in draft before they 
were issued. Some were laid before the Houses of Parliament before they 
were issued. Others were neither published in draft nor laid before the 
Houses of Parliament, but were framed and printed and even published, and 
the profession had to make the best use they could of them without having 
had any opportunity of raising any question vpon or objection to them. 
The Supreme Court Rules were of course published in draft, and were also 
laid upon the table of the Houses of Parliament, and they could then be 
objected to. There seemed to have been some question about county 
court rules. In some instances County Court Rules had been published in 
draft more or less, and notifications had appeared in the public press more 
or less that the draft rules were under consideration. Rules had been 
issued to which there was no objection to be raised; he understood from 
those who were able to judge of the matter that the last rules were very 
satisfactory. More recently rules had been issued without any previous 
publication or notification. The matter was one which seemed somewhat 
involved. Under the Rules Publication Act, 1893, rules to which the Act 
applied as regarded publication in draft were rules which should be laid 
before Parliament. And then there was an exclusion, with which the 
meeting was not now concerned. The Supreme Court Rules came 
within the definition, but in the last edition of Chitty’s Statutes 
there was a footnote from which it appeared that the County Court Rules 
and rules under the Companies Act were not required to be laid before 
Parliament, and therefore they did not come witbin the definition of the 
Act and did not have to be published in draft. Under the 164th section 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, the Lord Chancellor had the power to 
appoint five county court judges to make rules, and these rules when made 
by five or three or more judges had to be submitted to the Lord 
Chancellor, who might allow or disallow cr alter the rules, and these rules 
when £0 allowed or altered subject to the concurrence of the authority fur 
making Rules of the Supreme Court as in the Supreme Court Judicature 
Act, 1884, provided, namely that they should be made by the county 
court judges and approved by the Lord Chancellor were in force in every 
court, subject merely to the approval of the Supreme Court Rule Com- 
mittee. ‘These County Court Rules had to come before the Supreme 
Court Rule Committee for the concurrence of that body, and as the 
meeting knew, during recent years the President had been made a member 
of the Supreme Court Rule Committee, and in that way he, as the repre- 
sentative of the society, was able to concur in the rules. But he did not 
suppose the President was able to do much more than concur in them. 
Doubtless when the:e rules had been confirmed or allowed by the Lord 
Chancellor, and they came before the Supreme Court Rule Committee, 
they would be concurred in. It was not to be supposed for a moment that 
the judges of the High Court would concern themselves with these rules. 
If they were good enough for the county court judges they would doubt- 
less be sufficient for the Supreme Court judges to concur in. And the 
position of the President on the committee, even if he were desirous of 
saying anything, would be very unsatisfactory, and any such representation, 
if it were a representation at all, was altogether inadequate and insufficient. 
He thought this explained the two resolutions he had moved. What he asked 
the meeting to say was desirable was that any County Court Rules which 
were made should be published in draft in the first instance, and that the 
society, through some member of the Council, should be represented on the 
County Court Rule Committee. The society were able to secure that 
representation as regarded the Supreme Court Rules, and there was no 
reason why they should not bave the same representation as regarded the 
County Court Rules. He did not know what view the members of the 
Council might take of the matter. He knew that they had been most 
energetic in the interest they had taken in the proceedings of the County 
Court Committee which was appointed some five years ago by the society, 
and there were were in that committee many members of the Council who 
were themselves registrars and others who were not registrars. He was 
very glad to see Mr. Munton present. He had not known that 
he should have had the opportunity of asking Mr. Munton to support the 
resoluticn as he thought that he would have been abroad. Although Mr. 
Munton was severing his connection with the Council, fortunately he was 
not leaving the society, and members would be pleased to learn that he 
would still remain chaiyman of the County Court Committee, and during the 
winter months, when Mr. Munton could not be in England, the committee 
would be able to continue its deliberations under the chairmanship of Mr. 
Ellett, who was a county court registrar. There was a precedent for this ; 
in fact, a gentleman who was a member of the society, and no longer a 


member of the Council, acted as chairman of the joint committes, gy 
believed that many years ago Mr. Crowder, who was now a Master ig 
Chancery, was chairman of the Legal Procedure Committee. He did ng 
know whether the Council would refer the resolutions to a committee or 
Mr. F. K. Munron to put bimself in order forma'ly seconded the 
observing that in each case he should ask the mover to add a few 
and he was sure he would agree to that course. There was no doubt thy 
the Rules Publication Act was one of the most extraordinary and Confusing 
Acts the Council had ever had to deal with. It wasa very short Actiy 
two pages—one and two distinctly contradicting each other. The 
page directed that the rules should be published forty days beforetgag 
and that copies should be obtainable. In the interpretation clangs 
stated : ‘‘ These rules mean rules, regulations, or bye-laws made in an 
of Parliament affecting any court, &c.”” If they stopped at the interpretatig, 
clause it would be perfectly clear that the County Court Rules would te, 
they ought to be, included in that section. Butin another section, or 
sub-section—there was the same thing here that many objected to, sect'oy 
and sub-sections—it eaid that ‘‘the statutory rules to which this ¢ 
applies are those made in pursuance of any Act of Parliament which diregy 
the statutory rules to be laid before Parliament.’’ There was a re 
Council County Courts Committee as well as the mixed committee {o 
Mr. Trustram, had referred, and the matter was submitted to thy 
committee. On behalf of that committee he (Mr. Munton) 
say that, having carefully considered the Act of Parliament, 
were unanimously of opinion that the County Court Rules were ex 
from the Act, and, therefore, though they were quite with Mp 
Trustram in his suggestion that these rules should be pub 
it would of course be incorrect in the language which he had ued to 
“That this meeting recommends the Council to endeavour to tecure th 
ublication prior to issue of County Court Draft Rules under the 
ublication Act.’? Therefore he (Mr. Munton) suggested that after th 
words ‘‘ County Court Draft Rules ’’ should be inserted the words “in th 
same manner as the High Court Rules are published under the Rulg 
Publication Act.’’ Of course that would make it perfectly clear. 
were aware that the Act itself did not do it, and this was in fact asking te 
Council to to take such measures as they might think best to get 
tions made either by statute or in any other manner they might advim, 





| It had happened that the Rule Committee had on other occasions providel 
| them, twenty days beforehand, with prints of the proposed rules, and thy 
| the hardehip had been got over. But he quite agreed that there raly 


| were quite as important, and in some respects more important, 
| than the other rules and that they ought to be published forty days before. 
hand, so that not only the House and Commons but the Council or th 
Committee might get them, and that the country law societies and membey 
' in general might be able to go to the Queen’s printers, and obtain be 


and study them as they were entitled todo. In order to avoid two sp 

he also dealt with the second resolution, that the society, or the professiag 
rather, should be represented on the County Court Rules Committee, A 
Mr. Trustram had properly pointd out, there was a ro difference 
between being a member of the committee which suggested the rules and 
being a member of the committee to which such rules were merely refernd 
for concurrence under the Act of Parliament. As the proposition stood 
the business paper—he was quite eure it was not intended—it would seemto 
be almost a reflection upon the President of the society. What Mr. Trustram 
really meant would be best stated if a few words were added to this motion 
also. He suggested that after the words ‘‘ Supreme Court Rules Committee” 
should come the words ‘‘to whom the County Court Rules are only sub- 
mitted for ratification.’”? He had placed the amendment before somed 
his colleagues and they agreed that this would bring about the result they 
all desired to attain, and assuming that this amendment was accepted he 
seconded the motions. 

Mr. Truerram intimated bis assent to the additions proposed by Mr 
Munton. 

Mr. F. F. Crarxe (Walsall) quite agreed with all that had been said 
as to the necessity for the society being es on any committ# 
on rules as to county court practice. He only wished to advocate thatis 
selecting a gentleman to represent the society care should be taken that 
he was fully acquainted with all the details of county court practice, aul 
that he should be able to determine whether rules could be made workable 
or not. A report of the society was issued a year or two ago, in 
it was recommended that all the fees of the county courts should 
be collected by stamps. Anyone having any full knowledge d 
a large county court office would know that such a thing wa 
impossible, and it had occurred to him then that w 
represented the society at thut time so far as regarded couni 
court matters could have had hardly any knowledge of the — He had 
been a registrar for nearly fitty years, and he thought he knew pretty well 
what was possible and what was not. Some of the suggestions of ti 
society were hardly possible, and it was a pity that in the rules that wen 
made the persons representing the society should not be fully acquainted 
with the whole of the details of county court practice. To propos 
arbitrary rules which might seem very reasonable on the face was no doubt 
athing which was very liable to be undertaken. But the persons wht 
proposed the rules should themselves fully understand what the work of 
the county courts was and what was the class of suitors that had tol 
dealt with. What would be very reasonable where they were all cles 
and solicitors who knew what a summons should be was one thing, bat 
get amongst a mass of uneducated suitors, and to expect that they 
be fully adapted to them was quite another. In fact the thing 
impossible. 

The Vice-Prustpent (Mr. Manisty) desired to make some observations 
with regard to Mr. Olarke’s speech. It had been the practice on one@ 
two occasions to ensure that the President for the time being 
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nt the society. He (the Vice-President) had always felt that this 
was a great mistake, and it would be found more recently, as he hoped in 
the fature would always be the case, that the Council endeavoured to 
secure that the representative should be a member of the Council to be 
nominated by the Council. That would give the Council the opportunity 
of doing the proper thing, and putting on a committee a man who was 
thoroughly conversant with the practice or matter to be considered. It 
would also enable the Council to continue that man upon the committee or 
whatever it might be. The change of the man every year, as was the 
case where the President was the representative, must be in many cases 
prejudicial to the interests of the society, such, for instance, as where a 
committee lasted for several years. If the society’s representative were 
changed every year he naturally would not have the weight which he would 
possess if he were permanently upon the committee. 

Mr. W. O. Boygs (Barnet) as a registrar of nearly twenty years’ stand- 
ing, said that county court registrars had sometimes the greatest difficulty 
in grasping the significance of the rules. In many of the cases they did 
not receive prints of the rules until the day when they came into force. 

Mr. Grinuam Keen (Loudon) said he did not know where Mr. Olarke 
had read the reports from the mixed committee upon county court mattersto 
the Council. He had had the pleasure of sitting upon the committee for 
some years, and he was sure the work that Mr. Munton had done, together 
with Mr. Trastram and many other members was beyond all praise. He 
was quite sure that if the society bad a representative upon the County 
Court Rules Committee immense labour would be saved to the profession 
and immense trouble. And if the society had a representative on the 
Rules Committee of the Supreme Court ke should think it went without 
saying that it would be quite as u:eful, if not more useful, that they 
should have one on the County Court RulesCommittee. He did not think it 
need necessarily be a member of the Council, though it should be a 
nominee of the Council, a gentleman selected with absolute know- 
ledge of county court practice. If there was such a member on 
the Council will and good, but if there was not one could very easily 
be celected trom the body of men who formed the mixed committee, the 
best men from Manchester, Liverpool, and everywhere else where there 
were county courts. He could assure the meeting that the mixed 
committee had been looking after the interests of solicitors in 9 very 
admirable way. He hoped the meeting would carry Mr. Trustram’s 
resolutions, for it would mean the saving of immense trouble which the 
members of the profession ought not to be put to. 

The motions were agreed to unanimously in the following form: 
“That this meeting recommends the Council to endeavour to secure the 
publication, prior to issue, of County Court Dr.ft Rules, in the same manner 
as the High Court Rules are published under the Rules Publication Act.’’ 
“That the society should be represented upon the County Court Rules 
Committee, the existing representation of the profession, throvgh the 
President of the Society upon the Supreme Court Rules Committee, to 
whom the County Court Rules are only submitted for ratification, being 
insufficient.’’ 

THanks TO Presrpent. 

Mr. Forp moved a vote of thanks to the President for having occupied 
the chair, and also for having performed the duties of President during the 
past year. 

Mr. G. A. Fisner (London) seconded the motion, and it was carried. 

The Prestpenr returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY, 

Mr. Anruvur Toxienr, barrister, Recorder of Leicester, died on Thursday 
in last week. He had for come time been suffering from a lang affection, 
but three weeks ago presided at the borough sessions. He was called to 
the bar in 1881, and previous to his illness had a good practice on the 
Midland Circuit. He was very popular with his colleagues at the bar, and 
will be greatly missed. 

Mr. Joun Ricxerts, solicitor, of Bath, died on the 13th inst., at the age 
of sixty-two years. He was a native of Bath; received his education in 
that city, and was subsequently articled to the late Mr. R. H. Hellings, 
a well-known solicitor in his day. Mr. Ricketts was admitted ia 1860, 
and at his death was the head of the firm of Ricketts, Son, & Vezey. He 
took an active interest in civic affairs, and had been a member of the 
Bath City Council off and on since 1874. He was elected an alderman in 
1897, and at his death filled the office of Mayor of Bath. He was one of 
the leaders of the Liberal party in the city. 

Mr. W. H. Purturrs, solicitor, of Wolverhampton, died on Saturday at 
the age of seventy years. He was admitted in 1852, and had held the 
position of coroner for the Wolverhampton and Seisdon Division of 
Staffordshire since 1877, succeeding his father in that office. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Josrru Davies, solici!or, of Aberystwyth, has been appointed and 
admitted a Notary Public to practise at Aberystwyth and within thirty 
miles thereof. Mr. Davies was admitted in July, 1881. 

Mr. H. B. Hans Hamttron, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Berwick-upon-Tweed in the place of his Honour Judge Greenhow, 
resigned. 

Mr. Watren R. Parcirs, barrister, formerly Professor of “Law iu 
Adelaide University, has been appointed Professor of Law in the York- 
shire College, Leeds. 

Mr. E. W. Ganrnetr, burister, has been appointel a Metropolitan 
Po'ice Magistrate in the place of Sir James Vaug mn, resigued. 





GENERAL, 

The Attorney-General concluded his speech of thirteen days in the 
Venezuela Arbitration case last week. 

Mr. Justice Wills completed on Wednesday a service of fifteen years on 
the bench, having been appinted 8 judge in 1884. 

On Wednesday Mr. Justice N was prevented from sitting by a 
severe cold and is not expected to resume his sittings until Monday. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission on the 13th inst. to the 
following among other Acts: London Government Act, Educafton of 
Children (Half- a Reformatory Schools Amendment Act. 

Sir James Vaughan has resigned his as one of the Metropolitan 
~ magistrates, which he has occupied since 1864. During these thirty- 

ve years he has been continuously attached to the Bow-street police- 


court. He has sat longer on the bench than any other Metropolitan police 
magistrate and is tly esteemed by his colleagues. 
The treasurer, . Ambrose, Q.0., and the benchersa of the Middle 


Temple gave a garden party and “at home ” in their gardens and hall on 
Tuesday, when a considerable number of guests were present, An 
orchestral concert was given in the hall by the Inns of Court Orchestral 
Society, assisted by the Liedertafel singers, who contributed several vocal 
pieces during the afternoon, while the band of the Ooldstream Guards 
played in the grounds. 

The Improvement of Lands Bill, as amended by the Standing Committee 
on Law, has been issued. Among its objects are—to extend the period for 
the repayment of charges under the Land Improvement Act of 1864 from 
25 years to 40; to allow such charges to be imposed not only on the land 
ae but also on other land in which the same pereons are interested ; 
and to enable improvement companies to adopt us improvements authorized 
by their private Acts the improvements authorized by the Public Improve- 
ments Act. 

The International Maritime Conference was held last week, when’ 
an address was delivered by Mr. Justice Phillimore. The proceedings 
came to an end on Saturday, when the question of the liability of ship- 
owners, which had been debated at considerable length on Friday, was 
further discussed. The following resolution, jm d by Mr. Charles 
McArthur, M P., and seconded by Mr. Gray Hill, was carried: ‘‘ This 
conference recommends for universal legislative adoption the following rule 
in cases of loss of or damage to property arising from improper navigation, 
whether such property be afloat or on shore: A shipowner sball be per- 
mitted at his option to discharge his liability either (a) by abandoning ship 
or freight, or (6) by paying a sum of money calculated upon the tonnage. 
This resolution has no reference to claims for loss of life or personal 
injuries.” Ths voting was by nations, oo cep Denmark, France, 
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Japan beiog unanimously ia favour 
of the resolution, while ee was in favour of it by a majority of ten 
representatives to four, and the United States was against the resolution. 
Dr. Sieveking moved, and Mr. Glovér seconded, the following resolution : 
‘* That this conference, having regard to the resolutions passed here and 
at Antwerp, records its sense of the great inconvenience and frequent 
injustice resulting from the diversities of the maritime laws of the nations 

arding the consequences of collisions at sea and the responsibilities of 
shipowners in relation thereto, and heartily supports the a of the 
Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom to the effect that Her 
Majesty’s Government be invited to iustitute a full inquiry into the whole 
subject, and recommends all its members to bring the matter to the 
attention of their ve Governments.’”’ This resolution was also 
carried nem. con., and the conference was concluded with votes of thanks 
to Mr. Justice Phillimore and to Dr. Sieveking for presiding over its 
deliberations. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
July 25.—Mr. Gro. Furvoye Francis, at the Mart, at 2:—Bognor: Freehold House, 
bs Hane Pinan Loved Mea oak than, Gk Ripaiercead : pookadia een 
= m : use " road ; le 
ye sean. “Bolicitor, Alfred E, Gopp, Esq., mn. (See ad ments, July 15, 
July 3 = Depexuam, Tewsox, Fanuer, & Baipcewarer, at the at 2:— 
A Mortgage Debt of £9,000, a first charge upon the fu!ly-licensed pu 9 
known as the Duke of York, at the corner of Church-street and Capland-street, 
Edgware-road ; held for about 47 years, at a rent of £100 annum. The debt bears 
interest at 5 per cent., and is for a term of ten years June, 1893, Solicitors, 
Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, London.—25, 3 t 
modern stone-fronted with posession of dn ¥ 
of third floor, and the fourth floor, having a f about 2ift. din. on the 
floors (which extend over the gateway), a area of about 1,265 sq. ft. ; ren’ 
value, £1,600 per annum, , Messrs. & Williams, London. (See 
advertisements July 15, p. 5.) : 
July 26.—Mesrs. E, & 8. Suirn, at the Mart, at 1:—Muswell Hill: 1, Queen 
aaeews t near s . — =. £30. Mo pg epee B _ bg 
illiams, London.—Hor: : . Mary’s-hill ; jucing i. 
pedrnen Ry Solicitors, Messrs. E, a J. Mote, Locdan —Islington : } pr Alfred- 
street, Colebrooke-row ; let and prod £88 12s. per annum. Messrs. 
Shaen, Roscoe, , & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 15, p. 6.) 
July 27.—Messrs, Fanesrotner, Ex.is, Ecerrox, Breacn, Gatswortuy, & Co., at the 
Mant, at 2:—City of London: Freehold Sites ia Bishopsgate-street, ing an 


important position about mid between Li t and Bis! t 
Stations on the Great Eastern way. So . Surtees Surtees, 
London.—Fleet-street : Investment in Premis:s, pro- 
ducing a gross rent of £825 per snnum, Solicitors, Messrs Kennedy, Hi & 
Ponsonby, London.—St. John’s Wood, Kentish Town, and Fulham: 
Ground-rents and Leasehold Property. » T. H. Engall, a, Anos — 
57 & 50, New a | 287, Shaftesbury-avenue : 
Premises, held direct freeholdera for about 27} years une: at £90 per 
Mesers. Trollope & Winckwortb, 


ises, bi from 
ann and let at £480 annum, £olicitors, 
Westminster. (See olverliounenta, July 8, p. 3.) 
July 27.—Messre, Tro.tore, at the Mart, at 2, in Two Lots :—Leasehold Investmentr 
net profit rentals g to £230 per annum, secured on residence, 79, Ecclestor- 
ait Stables: Town Menaio fing & feontege of nosely 40ft., substantially built, 
3 sewing & near , sul 
26 1D, pos: if contage 4 fiately 


with imposing elevation in store, and pleasantly si! the 
Green Park ; held direct from the Sutton Estate for a term of over 50 years at a low 
ground-rent, Messrs. Leeman, Wilkinson, & Badger, York; Messrs, 
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Emmet & Co., London.—28, Pont-street, 8.W.: Long Leasehold Town Mansion, only 
a few yards from Sloane-street, and close to Albert-gate, Hyde Park; held direct 
from the Stewart Estate for an unexpired term of nearly 63 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Frame & Son, London, (See advertisement, July 1, p. 5.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Meesrs. H. E. Fosren & Cranrieip beg to notify tha following result of their eale on 
Wednesday last, the 19th inst. : 
CATFORD: Nos. 58, 60, 62, and 64, Catford Hill .. oon ; eve fold 
DALSTON : No. 66, Sandringham-road ae a “6 one see * 
HIGHBURY: Nos. 51 and 53, Gillespie-road ‘ike oon ’ 
NEW NORTH-ROAD: Nos. 5, 7, 9, and 11, Brackley-street oa ” 
ENFIELD: “Ellim Atta,” Bycullah-park, Freehold Family Residerce, 
with possession one a “ «. Not So'd 
TOTTON : “ Woodlands Ridge.’’ Small Freehold Residential Estate... 
The unsold Properties may be treated for privately on favourable terms. 
6, Poultry, E.C. 
Mesers. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp dispored of the 
Periodical Sale, No. 647, on Thursday last, the 20th inst 
REVERSIONS: 
Absolute to £559 .. se “ “ £old 
Absoluts to Une-Fifth of about £25,020 -_ ‘ ove ” 
To £7,000__... a ~ es one gee oot : ag 670 
To One-Third of £4 00) ... 89 810 
POLICIES :— 
For £500 in City of Glasgow; life 72 oe om rT) 350 
For £1,000 in star; life 65 oa vee on ies ~ 6°0 
For £500 in same ; life 56 ons ” oe ” 165 
For £1,500 in tame ; life 76 ‘ ie ae » ©6169) 
For £200 in same ; life 60 : - sen - one mo 115 
For £200 in same ; life 55 ; i on see 99 93 
They also sold several blocks of Shares, 


” 
Auction Offices, 


folloyving intere:ts at their 


£ 
460 
1,235 


WARNING To INTENDING House Purcnasers AND Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Kee quoted «» receipt of ful] particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, “S. ‘ ation.’’—[Apvr.] 


WINVING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep tx CHANCERY. 

Att Sorrs Press, Limrren—Petn for winding up, presented July 11, directed to be heard 
on July 26, Morris & Co, 17, Throgmorton avenue, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
July 25 

Prin Sream Snirrina Co, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before Avg 23, to 
rend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Head and Theodore Vivian Samuel Angier, 2, Whittington avenue. Parker & Co, 8t. 
Michael's Rectory, Cornhill, solors to liquidators 

Buirish Lens anv Grass Co, Limr1rep—Creditora are required, on or before July 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Dove Ellison, High st, Wollaston. Foster & Co, Birmingham, solors for liquidator 

Brook Brotuers, Lritep (Incorroratep rn 1896) (1s Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors 
are required, on or before Aug 11, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Horace Cawocd, Hartshead chmbrs, Sheffield. 
Watson & Co, Sheffield, solors for liquidator 


Direct Surety Co, Liutep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send ig 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. P, 
Heywood, 26, Brown st, Manchester 


Home Rarways AnD Works Corroratioy, Liwirep—Creditors are required, og : 
9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deblgg 


before A 
claims, te D. F. Baeden. 33, St Swithin’s lane 

Lercs AxD Mantey Taearres or Varieties, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, resented 
July 12, directed to be heard on July 26, Digby, 2, Coleman st. solor to ;e‘ner, otis, 
= as must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afterncon.g 

uly 20 

Loxeé Haysp Go.p Mines, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 29, to seug 
their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Juliu; Wiss 
Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Loys WEEpon AnD Westow Faisesxpiy Society, Weston, Northants, 
London Gazette.—Turspay. Jaly 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1 CHancery. 

ApsusTaBLE Hayvie Bar, Limrreo—Peta for winding up, presented July 13, dircete} 
to be heard on Wednesday, July 26 Sharpe & Co, 12, New ct, Carey st, azentgf, 
Hughes & Masser, Coventry, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach Sharp; 
& Co not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon of July 25 

Avsrravian Cycie anp Motor Co, Limrrep—Creditors residing in Europe are re uirel, 
on or before Aug 31, and those resident elsewhere on or before Oct 21, to cual their 
names and addreszes, »nd the patticulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
oem 28 and 29, 8t Swithin’s lane. Blackman, Gresham House, Old Broad st, ayy 
to liquidator 

Hewett & Co, Linitep—Petn for winding up, presented July 8, directed to b2 hes 
on Wednesday, July 26. Dollman & Pritchard, 9 and 40, King st, Cheapside, slomfe 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clockig 
the afternoon of July 25 

Hicks Gorp Mines, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 4, t> smd thay 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius Wilsy 
H«therington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st 

Lee Heme Brrwine Co, Limitep (1x Votuntary Winpine-vp ror THE Purposes @ 
4MALGAMATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 25. to send their names ani 
addrezses, and the paiticulars of their debts or claims, to Jobn Samuel Hu ton, 
Clegg st, Oldham. wbotham, Oldham, solor to liquidator 

Maypo.te Co, Limirep—Petn for windiog up, presented July 15, directed to be heanla 
Wednesday, July 23. Godwin & Son, 51 52, Wool Exchange, Coleman st, solors ig 
petner. Notice of appearing much reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
the afternoon of July 25 

MogyinG Synpicars, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to send they 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to George Harlim 
Skirbeck. Boston 

Sramrorp Brewery Co (Asnron unpEerR Lyne), I imrrep (in Votuntary Wixpine Upte 
THE PURPOSES OF AMALGAMATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 25, togmd 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Samal 
Hulton, 16, Clegg st, Oldham. Rowbotham, Oldham, solor to liquidator 

Wuirerizi.p Brewsry Co, Limirgep (1n Votuntary Wispino ur FOR THE Porross @& 
AMALGAMATION)— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 25, to send their namesaad 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Samuel Hultoa & 
Clegg st, Oldham. Rowbotham, Oldham, solor to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 

Ixpevenpest Unitep Orpgr or Mecnanica, Morreru Unity, Earl Giey inn, Market, 
Morpeth, Northumberl nd, July 7 

Lorp Ciypr BexsvoLtent LopGe, Mecnanics, Morrern Usiry, 
Travelers’ Rest ino, Bedlington, Northum >e:lind. July 3 

ie or 4 Frirnpty Tontiye Society, Major et Industrial Schools, Kirkda'e, Liverpal 

y3 


July 7 


Frisxp.y Bocmmy, 








Hopasos, Jonas, Halifax, 
July 19 Ord July 10 
Ivcram, Witt1Am Bos, South 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette —Frivay, July 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


Overlooker Halifax Pct 
Shields, Builder 


CLAxrox, Cuartes, Norwich, Butcher Juty 22 at 12 Of 
Rec, 8, Kinz s*, Norwich 
Coxway, 8axan Asn. Davonport, General Dealer Julpll 


Newcastle 
atil 6, Atheneum t rr, Plymou'h 


Asnott, Bex Leeds, General Carrer Leeds Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 

Apams, James Lewis, Southses 
Ord July 8 

Beaumont, Ricnarp, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Ord July 1 

Bensett, James, Leadenhall st, Merchant 
Pet Aprili4 Ord July 11 

Bernsteis, Leox Jutivs, Gloucester ter, Hyde pk High 
Coart Pet June6 Ord Jaly 11 

Bunnvry, Arraver Frank, Caledonianid High Court Pet 
Junel Ord July 11 ; 

Buns, Atec Cuan.rs, Bramfield, nr Haleswoith, Euffo'k, 
Timber Commission Agent Great Yarmouth Pct 
July8 Ord July 8 

Butter, Witriam, Calne, Wilts, Drap2r Swindon Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Carter, ALsert, Glastonbury, Wheelwright Wells Pet 

Ord 


July 8 


Portsmouth Pet 
Pet July 11 
High Court 


July 1t Ord July 11 

Ciarke, Pair, Highbury 
July 11 

Criarke, Tuomas, and James Desnis, Leiceater, Engineers 
Leicester Pet July 11 Ord Jaly 11 

Ciaxtoy, Cuarces Norwich, Butcher Norwich 
It Ord July 11 

Croke, Waiter Gronce, Peckham Contractor High Court 
Pet March 27 Ord J@ly 11 

Crocker, Francis Harniet, Alton, Hants, Fishmonger 
Winchester Pet July11 Ord July 11 ¥ 

Darr, Percy, South Bersted, nr Bognor, Cycle Agent 
Brighton Pet July 10 Ord July 10 , ; 

Davis, Granam Tuomas, and Witiiam Samver Wencey, 
Kingswood, Glos, Wholesale Butchers Bristol Pet 
July10 Ord July 10 

Ecxersatt, Francis Owns, Pre:twich, nr Manchester, 
Fruiterer Salford PetJulyS Ord July 8 

Exkan, Doveras Louis. &trand, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet April 24 Ord June 3) 
Esoianp, Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 : 
Fu.tox, Witriam, Leeds Pet July 12 
July 12 

Gravssent, WittiAm James, I eotrinster, Insurance 4 gent 
Leominster Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Grant. Exviza, North Evington, L:ive:ter Leicester Pit 
July 11 Ord July 12 

Greex, Prepenick Jawes, Bourne, Lincs, Commissicn 
Agent Peterborough Fet July 10 Ord July 10 

Hanpvwax, Prier. Bolton, Fruit Salesman Boton Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

Ham, Tuomas Hesny, Burnley, Delt Col'ector Burn'ey 
Pet July 12 Ord July 32 ’ 

Hewxxesey, Mavnice Josten, ani Joux Joseru Hexxgsry, 
Bristol “asttle Salesmen Iistol Pet July 12 Ord 
July 


High Court Pet June 2) 


P.t July 


Lecds Crd 


on Tyne Pet June 23 Ord July 10 

Kemsce, Isanecva Annig, Southall, Hatter Windsor Pet 
Junes Ord July 8 

Kiney, Gzorcr, Margate, Kent, Baker Canterbury Pet 
Ju'y 11 Ord July 11 

Laytanp, Jane, Ukley, York Pet July 8 Ord 
July 8 

Lovecuarp, Simon, Chatham, Fancy Goods Dealer 
fochester Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

McDowatyt, Joun Locxgsartr, West Kensington, Lodgiog- 
house Keeper High Court Pet June 16 Ord July 12 

Martin, Caartes Wittiam, Oldoury, Worcester, Grocer 
West Bromwich Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Power, Tom, Pontardawe, Glam, Mason Neath Pet July 
12 Ord July 12 

Praitt, Frank, Percy st, Tottenham c: rd, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Price, Witiiam, Holyhead, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor 
Pet Ju'y 10 Ord July 10 

Siapg, Wittiam Epwarp, Chiches'er, Builder Brighton 
Fet July 10 Ord July 10 

Srater, Hansan, Nottingham Nottingham Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 

Saitn, A4ntruver, Southwark st High Court Pet Ju'y 10 
Ord July 10 

Srarrieip, Heamany, Leeds, Jeweller 
Ord July 11 

Stixtoy, Harry Kesnepy, Msidenbead, Hotel Proprictor 
Win sor Pet June23 Ord July8 

Srearrorp, Wirtriam James, Cheltenham, 
Cheltenham PetJuly11 O:d Joly lt 

Tuomsox, Rosert, Hirst, Northumberland, Provision 
Dealer Newcastle on Tsne Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Urtos, Harsy Epmoxp, Haywards Heath, Sussex, 
a i Manager Brighton Pet July 10 Ord 
July 10 

Vives, Joun, and Frayx Viyes, Birmingham, Cabinet 
Makers Birmingham Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Warp, Croraz, Cornwall rd, Notting Hill, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet July11 Or:d July 11 

WItan, James, Liverpool, Chr:stmas Card Dealer Liver- 
pool PetJuly11 OrdJulyii * 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 


the London Gazette of July 7: 


Leeds 


Lecds Pet July 11 


Carpenter 


{ Tanner, Wituiam Barnett, Margate, Furniture Dealer 


Canterbury Pet July4 Ord July 4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asporr, Bey, Leeds, Cartiag Agent July 21 at 11 Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Avams, James Lewis, Southsea July 21 at 3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Aves, Davin, Treberbers, Shocing Smith 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Cianke, Tuomas avd 
Leicester, Engineers July 21 at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge 
st, Leicester 


July 24 at 12 | 
James Dessis, North Evington, | 


Dar, Percy, South Bersted nr Bognor, Csc’e Agel 
July 2tat245 Dolphia Hotel, Chichester 

Davies, Taomas, Cilycwm, Carmarthen, Farmer Jaly# 
at 239 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen} 

Davies, WiL.1M, Bla-nilecha, Glam, Collier Ju'y 2\ at? 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil ; 

E.prep, Vixcenrt Josera, Queen Victoria st, Solicite 
July 21 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

E..kax, Doveras Lovis Strand, Tobace mist July dig 
12 Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey st 

Entwistie, Ricaarp, Leicast-r, Carpenter July 2! atia® 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Evans. Hesnry, Derby, Rent Collector July 21 at B® 
Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Fenwick, ''uoMmas, New B-oad st, Financial Agent Jay 
2lat11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fox, Samvet Buckiry, Uldham, Mill Manager July Se 
11.80 Off Rec, Bank cimbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Hovasoy, Jonas, Halifax, Overlooker July 25 at 19 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Homure, Tuomas, Stockton on Teas, Labourer Aug Sa 
8 Off R2«, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug) 

Hors, Witt1aM, jun, B yth, Builder Ja'y 24 at 11.9 of 
Rec, 3), Mosley st. Newcastie on Tyne 

Hveues, Rosert, Lianrwat, Farmer Ju'y 25 at 
Market Hall, Blaenau F: stiniog 

Jervery, Hven, jun. Shanklio, 1 W, Monum ntal Mem 
July 225611 Off Rec, Newonut IW 

Jones. Warrer Lameter, Greengrocer Jaly 22 abi 
Of Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Joy, Wittiam Lowas Beverley, Seed Crusher July ate 
12 Off Rec, Trinity House lo, Hull 

LAYLANo, JANe, Lkley, York July 21 at 12 Off Bes,®% 
Park row, Leeds 

Leek, Georce. Barrow in Furness, Salt Merchant Jat 
21 at12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Birrow in 

Lono, Joux, Rochdale, Steam Tenter July 28 at 1D 
Townhall, Rochdale 

Lovecuarp, Simox, Chatham, Fancy Goods Dealer Jay 
B8lati1l 115, High st, Rochester 

Mantis, Atnerr Taomas, Long Eaton, Derby, Bailde: 
Jaly 2iat 12 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate Daby 

Marrugas, Hesry Epwaros, Sea View, J W, B 
July 22at 12 Off Rec, Newport, I W 

Mircaec.. Witwiam, Leasingham, Lines, Farmer July2 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Morus, Masy, Ocle Fitesae, Hereford July 2 
11.20 456, Copenbagen st, Worcester 

Mowntrorp, Sale. and Josera Lacey, De:by, Uoa® 
Decorators July 2iat3 Of Ree, 40, St Mary's a 


Detb 
| Prater, Beane Perey st, Tottmham Court rJ, Cabinet 
Maker Julv2lat12 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey # 
| Paince, James, Lewes, Horse Trainer July 21 at 2.30 Hi 
High st, Lewes 
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s Witi1am, Watlington, Oxford, Engineer 
=} oni 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
thy 


‘oux WiitwE.t, Sheffield, Journalist July 21 at3 
Of Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
grave, Witisam Epwarp, 3 eg Builder July 24 at 
$15 Dolphin Hotel, Chicheste 
Gurl, ARTHUR, ~ men st July 24at12 Bankruptcy 
Care. 
bldg, Carey ur, Yorks. Gardener July 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
fasxen, WiiruiAm Baayerr, Margate, Furniture Dealer 
July 22at12 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, ie Bush, 
ush, Job 


Grorct BurcnAtt, Shepherd’ bing 
ae - July 21 at 2.30 ang fe ge, Carey a 


BrscerY. 


nter 
Urrox, Harry Epsonp, 
Butcher’s Manager July 2lat12 Off — 4, rome 
tides, Brighton 
Wiis, CHARLES Freperick, Milford Haven, Pembroke, 


Grocer July 22at12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Woopwarv, Mary Ena, Sheffield, Grocer July 21 at 2 30 
Off Kec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Assott, BEN, Leeds. Carting Agent Leeds Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 
Apams, ¢ Janes Lewis, Southsea Portsmouth Pet July 8 
Ord July 8 
Brav ewor, Ricuann, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet July 11 
Ord July 11 
wer, Frank Enyest, Gracechurch st, Company 
Promoter High Court Pet Ma: 5! 18 Ord ste ll 
Bow.sr, Lovis Parnick, Brixton, Mining Engineer 
Comt Pet March 16 Ord July 11 
Brows, Tuomas, King’s Lynn, ree. Watchmaker 
King’s Lynn Pet June 15 Ord Jul 
Brss, ALEC Cuantes, Bramfield, nr Ha 2 Suffolk, 
Timber Commission Agent Gt Yarmouth Pet July 8 


Ord July 8 
pores, Wituiam, Calne, Wilts, Draper Swindon Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 


CanrER, Saas Glastonbury, Wheelwright Wells Pet 
July 11 


Ord July 11 
curr, Ce  _— Butcher Norwich Pet 
July 11 


Ord Jul 
Ker, Frances ie Alton, Hants, Fishmonger 
Oeqinchester Pet July ul Ord Saly 11 pi " 
Dats, Percy, Sout nr or, le t 
™ Brighton Pet July 10 Ord July 10 ey 


tnd 


tex, Overlooker 


Davis, @nAnAM Tuomas, and Wiiviam Sanver Wescey, 
Kingswood, Glos, Wholesale Butchers Bristol Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
Dossox, Henry Bearpmore, Reais, Tobacco Merchant 
Ieeds PetJunel4 Ord July 5 
EcxersaLt, Francis Owen, Prestwich, nr mene 
Fruiterer Salford PetJuly8 Ord July 
Exe = Pn As, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff” Pet July 10 
Futtox, Pusan Leeds Leeds PetJuly12 Ord July 12 
G@eavssent, WILLIAM James, Leo Insurance Agent 
Leominster Pet July 10 Ord Jul 
Gazex, FrepEeRicK saa, saan, Peterborough 
Pet July 10 Ord Jul = 
iu, 3 seeste Henry, Burnley, Debt Collector Burnley 
12 Ord July 12 
PE ogg ETE! — Fruit Salesman Bolton Pet 
July 12 Ord July 
Hopason, Jonas, Halifax Pet July 
= Gel July % Camberwell, Dai h 
Jauss, Ricnarp Lewis, Cam! i n 
Court Pet July 12 Ord July 17 sss Hig 
came, ee Putney, Butcher Wandsworth Pet April 
cam, Grow, Y | ae Baker Canterbury Pet July 
Lay ng Jang, 7 ikley, York Leeds Pet July 8 Ord July 8 
Locke, Epwaxp, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Architect 
Croydon Pet Feb10 Ord July 5 
LovecuarD, Simon, Chatham, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Rochester Pet July8 Ord "July 8 
Mantix, Cuartes Wii11am, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer 
West Bromwich Pet July11 Ord Jul 
Powrr, Tom, Enotes, Giam, Mason Neath Pet July 
12’ Ord July 12 
Prick, WILLIAM, ” arate Anglesey Bangor Pet July 
10 Tt 
Puixcz, James, Lewes, Horse Trainer Lewes Pet June 22 
Ord July 11 
Boorr, Joux ba ey en, Journalist Sheffield 
Pet July 7 Ord J 
SuoxsmiTH, Scsuatentet ss, Dover, Builder Canterbury 
PetJunel4 Ord July 8 
Biape, WituiAm Epwarp, ast, Builder Brighton 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
ee Feezen, Nottingham Nottingham Pet July 12 
y 
a, Vee whe Gayton, Norfolk, Grocer King’s Lynn 
y yl 
mn, Em Herman, iit Jeweller Leeds Pet July 11 
StratrorD, Wruusas James, Cheltenham, Carpenter 
Itenham Pet July ii Ord way ll 
Urrox, Harry Epmonp, Haywards Hea‘ 
Butcher's Manager te Pet July 10 “Ord July 10 
Vives, anggl and FRANK ies, ham, Cabinet 
Makers et July12 Ord July 12 
Waxo, RN. Cornwall a Notting Licensed Vic~ 
High Court Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Wurremax, Harry, Northampton, Jeweller N 
May 30 Ord J uly 7 
Wn, Bexsams, and Jouw Hewry Cuarke, Southport, 
Liverpool Pet June 14 Ord July 12 
ow ANNULLED ane RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
Serrex, Cunistrax, Caledonian rd, Barnsb Court 
Rec Ord June 1 Adjud June 10 Tene and Ann July 10 
London Gazette, mo BSDAY, a" 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Altes, Horace, and Harry Haywoop STEruENs, Leicester, 
Boot Factors - Leiceste > Pet oo 18 Ord July 13 
Beerhouse 


Banas, Josern, Mabgate, 1 
Pet June 21 Ord aay is % 
Breaker, Atace Mav, Bradford, Confectioner Bradford 


cont Wi Ord July 13 
ILLIAM wo dg estgate, Bradford, Coach- 
Bradford Pet June 26 Ord July 13° 


beeee Wiiam comm, 


Creasey, Cnaries =? Whitechapel, 

D — h Court Pet June3 Ord Jul 
AV eo NRY, 

k pon Hull Treg oma 


Denew, Jonx oor rae Bote eath, Kent, } ORD 
ester 


Pet July 13 Oa July 13 


Diamonp, ag Licensed Victualler 
July13 Ord July 13 
Doses, WitiiAm Jonx, ‘Kingsteignton, Devon, Butcher 
Exeter Pet July 12° Ord July 12 


Ferrera Josr Beanarvo, Tottenham, Wine Merchant 
mUnton Pet June22 Ord July 13 

Forp, Ferprearicx Cuarves, Darlington, Grocer Stockton 
on Tees Pet July 13 Ord July 18 


Gangemaaen James, Turton, nr ton, General Dealer 
et July 14. Ord July 14 


and Ricnarp Pranxuin, Canal rd. 

Pianoforte Manufacturers High Court 
Pet July 15 ond July 15 

Henrsert, Exvest, Balham, Watchmaker HighCourt Pet 

June 28 Ord July 15 

J iton, Restaurant Proprietress Bolton 

uly 14 Ord yo 14 

Glam, Butcher 


a Ls, WILt Am sap 1s > oem, 
mtypridd 12 Or yi2 
| eremenped Stockton on Tees 


JAMES, ALBERT, Doris 
Pet July is Ord Jal: 
Jones, Gronce, Greenwi “censed Victualler Green wich 
t beat) ie ey, 2 “8 High 
ANSBURY, HENRY oat, William jurveyor 
Court Pet Jul: Ord July 14 
Nevrwiess, Jamus, Dinyingham, Tailor, Birmingham Pet 
June 28 Ord July i 
Norruror, Artuvur, Birmi 
man Birmingbam Pet June28 Ord Jul 
Panes Jou » Hanley, Staffs, Grocer Hanley "pet July 12 
eae Vicars, and Jou~ Harrkes Simson, 
n st, Crutched Friars, Carmen High Court Pet 
July 8 Ord July 13 
Ruprum, Henry Gorrim, King’s Lynn, am, Builder 
King’s Lynn Pet daly 15 "Ord July 16 
ons, Sree, oe = Hostel, Ge ocer King’s Lynn 
y 
Bre., CuaRLes, Faroe, Yorks, Painter Bradford Pet 
July 18 Ord July 13 
Srorr, WiiuiAm Henry, Pater, Yorks, Butcher Brad- 
ford Pet July 14 Ord July 
Tyipestey, Tuomas, Tyideley, ion. Butcher Bolton 
Pet July 13 Ord July 18 
Watt, Henry, Glove Manufacturer Worcester 
Pet June 29 Ord July 12 
Westiake, Grorce D’Atroyve, Cardiff Cardiff Pet July1 
Wi ees M Alderney st, Eccleston 
1ckHamM, Mary Mancuant, 
et June 13 Ord July 18 ” 
Wip, Joun, Hazelgrove. Cheshire, Bu Builder Pet 
uly 33 Ord July 13 
Wigston, Wi Wii Grorar, Epowe.} Baker’s Manager 


Pet July 13 
Wate, D Davin, — < yale Walsall Pet 
une 27 


ALLEN, Horace, Riot Haywoo: perarces 
Boot Factors July 26 at 12.30 


B. J Habeste, Loom. 
—, OSE! 

Par' 
Sienk to ee “tM 


Bun — Ty a 


er 


Sigets, Dowthouno oti re 
ot Merchant July 25 at 12 


Barysteix, Leow phy @ ter, Hyde Park July 
2% at11 Bankruptcy st 

Breaxer, Auice Maup, Bradford, omer July 28 
at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 


row, Bradfi 
Buysvny, Arruur Frayx, Caledonian rd July 27 at 11 


uffolk, Timber Com- 
26 at Ar) Lovewell Blake, 
South Quay, Great Yarmouth 


Burier, Wri11am, Calne, Wilts, Draper July 26 at 11 
Off , 48, Cricklade st, Swindon 

CaRmont, Wituram Haz.ewoop, ao pin on Thames 
July 26 at 11.30 24, Railway app, Lo 

Carter, AtsErt, Glastonbury. Whetwrieke July 26 at 1 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

CARTWRIGHT, aw —— Staffs July 26 at11 174, 
Corpora‘ 

a Pion aigabory eweller July 27 at 12 Bank- 

ALTER * ane bog Peckham, Contractor July 27 at 

Bankru bl Carey st 

Cocxeit, Wrii1aM James, Twickenham, — July 27 
at 3 


Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Tem: 
ContneuaM, Henny Every, Bath July oz 12.30 Off 
Baldwin 1 


st, 
Creasry, —. rte Nieto, Lineeet - 
tualler at Bankru; ldgs, Carey 
Crocker, wineaitae Harriet, Alton, Hants 
July 256 at 3 Off Rec, 172, st, Southam; 
Davis, Granam Tuomas and Witiiam Samvet Wes.ey, 


G Butchers July 26 
atiz Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Dexew, Jonx Caoprer, Bexley Heath, Kent, Cowkeeper 
July 31 at 11.30 118, ~~ as gy 
ge I Devon, Butcher 
26 at 10.45 Off Rec, circus, Exeter 
Francis Owen, Manchester 
July 26 at 2.90 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
ester 
Enouanp, Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk July 27 at 12 117, 
St Mary st, 


Fann, ExvizaBetu a Cavendish, Suffolk July 25 at 
Great Eastern Hi Li st, London 

Fox, Epwarp Tuomas, ‘Woodshester, or Stroud, bf 
_ Sloth Manufacturer July 27 at 3.15 Imperial Hotel, 

—_ 18, CHARLES Epwarp, Pontypeel, Grocer July 26 at 

Off Rec, W gies, Bowpest, Mon 

ae ey ope, ae Condon Belge at 11.30 
orth E Currier July 

Rec, Brel ty Lc 


a Biétton. General Dealer 





em 
2.80 


Mb 
Fruiterer 


euah ie die 
GrEeENHALG 





July 28 at 16, Wood st, Bolton 





Howe, Euma, 
10.80 


i ‘Wood st, Bolton 
Josuine, WittiaM, Harti 
at3 Off Reo, 


Pestennnt Popeties July 98 at 
lepool, Insurance Agent July 26 





8 25, John st, 
Kirsy, Grorar, Margate, Baker Aug 3at9 Off Reo, 73, 


Lanssury, Henry Joun, King William st, Surveyor J 
28 at1i Bankruptey wy 


a 
Manrspexy, Joun Witt, 
Insti’ 


aay at 3.30 Law’ 


Ay 
Roperts, Hepiey Vicars, and Joux Harrnes Baunson, 
Crutched Friars, Carmen 


John 
Bankruptcy , Carey 
SunGiEs, tg LAND, 
Victualler 


Aug 


July 25 at 2.90’ 


B ». « Licensed! 
8 at 12 og we, ceneed 


st 


Suaren, Havant, Nottingham July 25 at 12 Of 4 
“Castle pi. Park Bers oe 


Sranrigsip, Herman, 
Rec's Offices, 


eweller July 26 at2.30 Off 


whe ge ny! 


7 
Srevy, CHarues, Haworth, Yorks, Painter July 27 at 11 
of 31, Manor sow, 


TyLprsiey, Tuomas, 
Wood st, 


Bradf 
desley, Lancs, Butcher July 27 at 


Wau, Hexnry, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer July 26 at 


ll Copenhagen 
Warp, Croraz, Ni 
at 12 


WILKINSON, by ~ Grorar, 
July 26 at 1 ~ 


st, Worcester 
Hill, Licensed Victualler July 26 


y, Baber's Manager . 


WIiraMs, ee oe lam, Dullder July 25 at 
12 136, High gr Tyadl 
notice substituted for that heetihiad in the 
Gazette of Jun 


Wrss, Exizaseru, Middlesborough July. 19ats Of Rec,. 
8, Albert rd, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auten, Horace, 


Breaken, Avion Mavp, Bradf 
July. Ord Jul 
Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet July & 


ae ie x 
Ord 
Carmont, WILLIAM 


Cartwrieat, Ext, 
June 27 Ord J 


— 
Benystern, Lox Jo am 
Court * mye yale ia 


arry Haywoop Srerx 
Factors Leicester Pet July 18 OndJu 


tT, 


iyi8 


* rdford Donteithonse Bradford 
y 


Haztewoop, on T 
Pet May 13 ores. 18 
wick, Staffs Birmingham Pet 


CockeLt, WituiAm James, Twickenbam, Builder Brent- 
ford’ Pet July6 Ord July 12. 


CHARLES 
Davis, Witt1as 
Kip 


Creasey, 


Doses, Wiu.11am Jonny, 
Exeter Pet J 


Forp, eg re 
on Tees 


Frost, Erxast Hs 
June 2 
GEARREN, 


Grant, Exiza, 
Ord we 

Greennaton, J. 
Bolton Pet July’ 

Hannant, Roser, 


Pet July 15 Ord 
Howsg, 


ston upon Hull 
Denaw, Joun yee) 


Exuma, Bol 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Aurrep, Whi 
Court Bet June 13 
RY, ogston 
= oy Hen, 
uly 18 on one 3 


~ Pe > wg 4 
n Hull, Milk 


7 Ord July 14 
ent, Cowkeeper 

ton, Devon, Butcher 
12 Ord 


am, 2 Grocer Stockton 
‘uly 13 July 13 
+ Lewisham Greenwich Pet 


uly 14 
Waren, Faversham, Kent, Confectione 
Pet May 27 Ord July 14 r 
Leicester, Currier 


Leicester Pet July 11 


Ames, Turton, nr Bolton, General Dealer 
14 Ord July 14 


and Ricnarp Franks, Canal a) 
> See High Court 


J 
iad Deniietion Bolton 


Iveuam, Feonas, and Freogrickx Sutciirre, Morecambe, 
Plambe: Ord 


reston Pet April 


13 Ord July 13 
Joxes, Gzoror, Green Licensed Victualler Greenwich 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Kemaue, Isanetta Anniz, Denmark ter, Southall Green, 
Lay Prtnmang By June 8 ond July a 
Kissy, FRED, Peter’s chmbra, Cornhi Knight 
Court Pet April«7 Ord July 12 


Lanspury, = Joun, King 


William st, Surveyor High 


uly 14 Ord July 14 





Monat, hoendl General Produce Broker 
Li Pet May 29 14 

Murray, Ord July 2 lord, Herts Cam- 

Peper: (~~) ma , Staffs, Grocer Hanley Pet July 12 

y 

Pratt, Fravx, am ct rd, Cabinet Maker 
eae, Pee et Ord Tol is 

Ponca, Jam Cabinet Maker Middles- 
boro Pet July 6 July 18 . 

Rocers, CATHERINE, Lancs Liverpool Pet May 
20 Ord July ee > 


Rocers, » WitLiaM 


Rupsvum, 


Suirn, oe A Saly 13 South 
manne, Haworth York, Painter Bradford Pet. 


ergy tt 


Seaforth, 
—~ = Pot An's ‘Ord July 14 
‘enry Gorriy, cusp t in yoni, Builéer 
's Lyon July 15 


H - Y¥ Butcher . 
TLLIAM very, Pudsey, orks, Bradford 





ae July 14 
Te ee oe » Lancs, Butcher Bolton 
Wat, Paty meng Wine Glove Manufacturer Worcester 

une 
’ J , Builder 
‘Wit, a nis aly * seg can 
Wisasesom Wits" 

Manager Court “Bet duly 190 13: Ord daly. 
Wiss col Fat July it Ord July 13 ae 
eye rN 

wy Mar Srvarr 
Order as the Honourable AuBany vm Poa 
High Court Adjud June 11, 1908 Annul i“, e 
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| PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


'W. P, THOMPSON & CO., | 
| 322, High Holborn, WC. 


| (and at Liv.gpoot, Maycuesrer, and Bismixonan), 


| LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vincial 7 Foruen SOLICITORS in 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 





NT matters. 
Representatives in all Capitals, 


| ~ PETERBOROUGH. Established 1820. 
| Vp BSSBS. BRISTOW, WARWICK, & | 
| P 


SURVEYORS, LAND AGENTS, AUCTIONEERS, 
anp VALUERS, 

MARKET SQUARE, PE TERBOROUGH. } 
| Surveys made, Reports and Valuations for Mortgage, Par- | 
tition, Exchange, Enfranchisement, Estate Duty, Tenant- | 

| right, and Tim 7; anaged and Rents Collected. | 
QUARTERLY ACCOUNTS RENDERED. 
Stamford, Boston, & Spalding Bank, Peterborough. 


| Bankers: 


| JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, 
60, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
CANADIAN MORTGAGE. 

As gilt-edged investments om 3 ng less than 3} per 
cent. we have arranged with M Adams & Co., of 
} | Montreal, to let us have first salt ‘o "ail their applications 
for Mortgages in that city secured on property of the 
highest class. 

We invite applications from Assurance Companies, 
Solicitors, S, an ers to whom undoubted securi- 
| ties only will be submitted. 

_ Telegraphic Address, “ Coarrare, Loxpoy.” 





LETTER COPYING PRESSES, | 
BEST ENGLISH MAKE. 
Quarto size from 27s. Fcap. sizefrom 32s. Gd. | 
Stands in Mahogany, Birch, and Oak. 


I lustrated List of Solicitors’ Stationery free on application, | 


ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, 
191 & 192, Fleet-street ; 1 & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C E.C, 


EDE AND 80N, | 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of t London, &c. 





A Turn Cocoa. 


EPPS'S 


The choicest roasted nibs of the natural Cocoa on being 
subjected to powerful hydraulic pressure give forth their 
excess of oil, leaving for use a b= Oe voured powder— 
a product which, when prepared iling water, has the 
pes ene of tea, of wire ion it isnow, with many, cially 

= place. Its active a being a gentle nerve 

it, supplies the without unduly 

pom om e system. Sold only i = labelled Tins. If unable 

to obtain it of your tradesman, a tin will be sent post-free 

for 9 stamps.—JAMES EPPS & cO., LTD., Homeopathic 
Chemists, Londen. 


COCOA 
ESSENCE 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town | 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., ATEATS. W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LO 


NDON, 8.0 
PEE 60 -GUINEAS 


SC O0L SHIP “CONWAY” 











MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS, 


| , Lange Sums awaiting Investment, also on Freehold as 
id Properties, or Farms. @ 

| Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. “Principals placed 

communication with clients 


GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, * 
22, na nee 4 — James’, Lonvow, 8.W. (Telep 
27 Gerrard 


a) Hertrorpsuire Orrices, Sr. 
(Telephone ‘o. 4) ; and Harpenpen. 


ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CA SSELL 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.c, 

Established 1807 z 

AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
or 7 

MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 

WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. i 
Telegraphic Address—“ Future, Horsey, Loxpox.” | 
Telephone No. 746 AvenvE. : 








Vy F888. HERRING, SON, & DA 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERE 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 7 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., © 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 7 


17, WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 179m 





AUCTION SALES. 


ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTION 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and i 
every description of House Property. Printed terms « 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. : 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. © 
54. ee and 52, pitas ies we, = 


KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY, 


FOR SALES AND VALUATIONS. 


THE CONDUIT ST. AUCTION GALLERIRS 


BETWEEN REGENT-STREET AND BoND-STBEET. 





Open daily for reception of 


FURNITURE, JEWELS, PLATE, PICTURE 





eA ie 4 
~~ YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
wWroeccome OFFICERS 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 
“FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
— = JHECAPT., A.T.MILLER.R.N 





s. FISHER. 188, Strand. 


and all Classes of Valuable Property intended for ~ 
Sale by Auction. i 


| VALUATIONS for ESTATE DUTY & DILAPIDATION| 


9 & 10, CONDUIT ST. & 234, MADDOX ST.. Ww. 








6 — > O CC — 


= bers of th 
gn? LETE VA LUAT/9 LEGAL PROFESSION 
FOR THE 


are respectfully re- 
quested to kindly 
Recommend our Firm 
to Executors and 
others requiring 
Valuations. 


Ns 


9 
{9 


LEGAL PROFESSION, EXECUTORS &c 


1&7 
an 


Personal ..and. House-.5 
-hold . Effects. according 
to the -réquirements. of 
H.M. Court of Probate. 


Of 


G 


pp —= nat 


PR OMPTITUDI 


lS aa 
&, 


PINK & Soy § 


Gracechurch Street. Cornhill. q 
d 17 & 18 Piccadilly, London. \ 


LOW CHARGES. 


DISTANCE NO OBJECT: 


—, SS 








